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Introduction 3

This paper reviews reseérch findings concerning the effects on young
children of major Federal programs in educétion and ;hild care. It
offers a summary rather than detailed view of research on the impact of
programs, and &s based primarily o» major program evaluation reports and
research revicws. In addition, it drawshﬁgsn a small number of individual
articles and studies which provide supplementary evidence regarding the effeccts
of intervention on children.

The major programs exanmnined are Head Start, Parent-Child Centers, Home
Start, Follow Through, the Handirapped Children's Early Childhood Education
Program, 'Sesame Strect," and "The Electric Company.'" The paper also examines
the impact of day care experiences on young children, drawing on several
recent reviews of research on day care (in general, not as part of a Federal
program), prepared for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation.

Relative to the amount .0f funds and effort expended on the development
dhd deliver- of -ei2ral programs for young children, little has been allocated
to the evaluztion of their impact on children. Consequently, answers to ques-
tions about program impact must be pieced together from fragmentary findings,
with the result that rmany guestions cannot be answered at all, and @ost
answers that can be provided must be considered as fentative and incomplete.

The first section of the paper addresses the issue of short-term impact.
What is the immediate impact of a program 2n the children enrolled? While
"short—ﬁerm" can mean different things to different people, the basic issue
concerns effects wﬁich emerge during the actual course of a program, and

-

generally within a year or two after its initiation.



Whether or not children‘'s gains are maintained, however, 1is anpther

issue. Section 2 reviews Findings pertaining to long-term program effects.
Regardless of the rnrescnce or absence of short-term impact, do children enrolled
'in a program show i, w2nefits or deficits (relative to comparable children

no; enrolled) several years or longer after the program's initiation? In

many cases, at issue are cffects which can be measured some time after the

child has actually left the program. However, in the case of a program or
combination of progréms lasting for many years (e.g., Head Start and Follow
Through) effects which occur during the course of the treatment also may be
considered long-term.

As will become apparent in this report, most of the measures used to
assess program effects concern the child's cognitive achievement and status
(e.g., IQ). For & number of reasons, evaluators have less frequently examined
changes in the child's socioemotional development, in the status and function-
ing of the child's family, and in community institutions and environment.

Accordingly, Section 3 reviews available findings bearing on short- and

long-term impact, as measured in non-cognitive domains, and thus supplements

the first two sections.

These initigl discussions of short- and long-term effects are limited
to general findings which for the most part cut across different program
sites, years, and samples. There are many factors, however, which determine
a program's impact. Effects on children may vary as a result of differences
in characteristics of the program, of the teachers and staff, of the surround-
ing environment and corrmunity, qf the children's families, and.of the children
themselves. The last five sections of the paper examine research on some of

these major factors and Low they influence program outcomes., -

N
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The structure of intervention is dealt with in Section 4. Within a par-~
ticular prq;cam or kind of intervention, which rmodels work best? Are certain
curricula, procedures, teaching styles, materials, etc. more effective than
others? If so, are they more effective for all children, or particular kinds
of children?

In order to adequately comp;re the erffects of different mbdels, however,
we must be able to identify critical differences in the treatments. Even if
the objectives and procedures of a program are clearly defined in advance (and
in many models they are not), unless the actual implementations of the pro-
grams are measured well, it is difficult to draw conclusions about any dif-
ferences which show up between two programs. For ins;ance, if children pgain
equivalent amounts from two programs it may mean that the underlying models
of intervention are equally effective, or that one is better than the other,
but less fully implemented. Sectipn 5 looks into the issue of implemcntation,
and examines sore of the problems that face evaluators who are trying to
compare different treatment irodels.

The involvement of parents in progrars for young children is seen by
many as a way to augmeng?and maintain cﬁildren's gains. Section 6 reviews
findings pertaining to p;rent involvement and its contribution to program
impact.

The three sections outlined above concern the contributions of the
progranms, staff, and parents to the success or failure of intervention.
Children also differ considerably, ¢f course, in the experiences, skills,
problems, and backgrounds they briag with them to a program. Section 7
considers evidence on the differeniial eifectiveness of programs for various
target groups, such as moderately and scverely economically disadvantaged

children, and boys and girls. Unfortunately, few findings are available

‘\‘_'



which bear on ethnic/racial differences in program gains, or on program
effectiveness with two high-priority target groups--bilingual and handicapped
children.

Finally Section 8 examines the timing of intervention as a factor in the

magnitude of a program's impact. Are a child's benefits affected by: How

old the child is when he or she is enrolled in the program? How long (e.g.,
how many weeks, months, or years) the child participates in the program? 'How
frequently (e.g., how many hours per day, and days per week) Lhe child par-
ticipates? The degree of continuity between programs in which the child is
enrolled at different times in his or her 1life?

As indicated earlier, complete and conclusive answers to the questions
raised in these sections caniiot be provided, due in part to a scarcity of per-
tinent data from research and evaluation studies. Furthermgrg,.gven when

Y
relevant findings are available, their implications are not always clear,
L. . \

primariiy bacause of ﬁ;;hodological weaknesses ou. limitations in the studies
from which the findings are derived. Indeed, Seitz et al. (1976) argue

that the vast majority of evaluation studies of intervention programs “hive
had such serious methodological shortcomings that they have been virtually
»uninterpretable'in regard to evaluating either the short-term or the long-term
effectiveness of intervention" (p. 1). Major methodological problems include:
assessing the implementation of programs; selecting or developing adequate
measurement instruments; ¢stablishing comparable treatment and comparison
groups (e.g., through random assignment, or by controlling for importanp
demographiz—;nd experiential differences); and minimizing attrition in the
samples of longitudinal studies. (See Stebbins, et al., 1976, for a discus-

sion of some of these problems as they affect Follow Through, and, for other

discussions of methodelogical problems'in evaluation in general, Anderson, 1973;

[N
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Ball, 1975; Bissell, 1973; Cooley, 1975;

and McDill, McDill & l_eke,//"/
1969.)

This paper looks at many large-scale programs im a relatively small num-
ber of pages. General findings and conclusions from major evaluations and
Teviews are summarized briefly. Lengthy qualifications of these summary
statements are not feasible in this format, nor is there space to discuss many
specific details of individual projects and studies. Unfortunately, it ic
difficult to simplify conclusions about program impact without also over-
simplifying them, .

One aspect of this over-simplification is to talk loosely about any dif-
ferences favoring treatment groups over control groups as if they represented
.the gains originally anticipated by the program planners. Gains by these
children are, after all, what these efforts are all about. In fact, dif-
ferences between groups may not result from program experiences; analytical
techniques can show statistical differences between treatment and control
groups, without necessarily demonstrating change per se in the treatment group.
This problem is aggravated by a tendancy for the limitations and implications
of the data analyses té be forgotfen as the déta and_findings are summarized
and filtered from one report to another. 'The reader must interpret program
effects reported in this paper cautiously, since much of the information was
obtai~ed from final project-reports which had to briefly summrize massive
amounts of data, and in the process may themselves have oversimplified or
distorted the nature and scope of their findingg.l

On the other hand, a program may indeed have produced positive effects
even though an evaluation failed to detect any. It may be that the "wrong"
tests and measures were employed, or that the effects could not be teased out

of the extraneous "noise" that characterizes research on social programs.,

Thanks go to Dr. Leis-ellin Datta, who in a critique of this »aper
called attention to the tendency of reviews such as this to overstate
research and evaluaticn findings, and to indicate "gains" where in fact

o there 1s evidence only of statistical differences,
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Misinterpretations and overly-liberal interpretations >f data m.y be
balanced to some extent by this conservative aspect of sorial science research.

At any rate, the findings reported in this paper r2rely support definitive
conclusions about program effects. The safest course is to conéider most of
them as current "best guesses' about what is herneniag to the children in
these programs.

Not‘;uly do shortages of data and methc.ological weaknesses lisit the
scope of conclusions about the effectiveness of Federal programs for young
children, those tentative conclusions which can be drawn are still sub ject
to differing interpretations. For instance,iis a statistically significant
difference also socially or educationally significant? How much and what
kind of impact must a program have in order to be considered a success? At
this point particularly, scientific argumentation is supplemented or sub-
sumed completely by social-political argumentation. Of course, "success" and
"failure" are relative terms, and the outcome of a socialiaction progran is
judged in th2 context of original intentions and expectations. What kinds
of gains are expectec? In which areas? How much of a gain? How soon? How
iong will they last? Small changes rather than la-z», in a few areas racher
than rany, do not necessarily constitute failure for a program. Indeed, time
and vime again in disqussions, critiques,.and defenses of Head Start and pther
intervention programs, the phrase "unrealistic expectations“ (or its equiva-
lent) crops dp. But even if we modify our expectatiosn~, so that program out-
comes are more likely to fall in line with them, disagreement over the value
of programs will persist. Even if there is agrecment that only small gains
can reasonably be expected from a program, there is likely to be disagreement
as to whether the program should go forwa~d on this basis otr be terminated.

Furthermore, agreerment on what constitutes a reasonable expectation for a

KR
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program is not in itsg%f likely. For instance, many of those who argue that
large changes in IQ should not be expected from compensatory education pro-
grams still hold out the possi»ility of significant gains in other domains
of development, heretofci- +mwiasured., Others feel that we have given up
“too early" in our asse.:s.uent of impact and that we should look for program
effects emerging later in life, especially in adolescence.

At any rate, iscues not difectly related to research are not dealt with
in this paper. Au effort is made to report findings ''neutrally", without
feférence tS judgments of success or failure, or to recommendations for
action based on those findings.

The parting message of this introduction is two-sided. On the one hand,
substantial information about Federal programs for young children is availaple,
and it provides at least a partial picture of the effectiveness of these pro-
grams and some of their components. Even though much of the available
evidence is tentative, and derived from studies with methodological short-
comings, many of the findings are useful and should not be ignored or dis-
missed. On the other hand, the narrowness and limitations.of these data
must be acknowledged. With respect to every question raised in this paper,
there is need for more énd better data. Furthermore, even the most robust of
the findings which have been gle;ned from program evaluations do not offer

clear directions for future policy. One must beware of quick leaps from

specific research findings to broad social policy implications. - As indi--
"

cated above, empirical data might (altho.gh they rarely do) suffice to resolve -

differences of opinion about what is happening in and as a result of social

action programs. But no matter how complete and unequivocal the data might:

R 3
Y TV

it

be, by themselves they do not indicate what should be done next. Such

decisicns can be (and should be) supported by research findings, of course,



but they must be based as well on social, political, and economic considera-

tions which are not addressed in this review of research.

LT
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Section 1. Short-Term Effects

Head Start-

One of the most pup};ciZed evaluations of the Head'Start Program is the
early study by the Westinghouse Learning Corporation and Ohio University,
which evaluated the impact of Head Start (1968-1969) on the cognitive and
affective devel opment of childrén after they had left Head Start and.were in
the primary grades. The major child impact findings were that:

1. Summer Head Start programs did not appear to affect cognitive and
affective development,

2. .Full—year programs did not aﬁpear to change affective development,
but did appear to produce changes on some measures of cognitive development,

3. Children who had been enrolled in Head Start were still below the
national norms of standardized tests.

The Westinghouse study set the stage for subsequent evaluation of Head
Start iﬁ several ways: It deflated hopes for larsge, long-term changes in
performance on widely~used intellectual and social measures. It generated
considerable controversy—-éontroversy over the methodology of evaluating lurpe
scale social action programs, over the selection of measures, over the analyses
of data, over the interpretation of data, over the philosophy of compensatory
education, ard even over the politics of science and social pelicy. Some of .
these issues will be taken up in later sections, but for the most part they are
beyond the scope of ;his paper. They have been reviewed and arguments and
counter—afguments aired in a variety of articles (e.g., see Passow, 1974;
Westinghouse, 1973; White, 1976).

In spite of many disagreements which arose over such things as metho-

dology and analysis, one gencral finding of the Westinghouse study was clear:

tolaw,
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For the group as a whole, the Head Start experiences were associated with
sore changes, but they were few and small. This was only one study, however,
and a few years of a program--early and presumably disorganized years in the
program’s development at that.

Further studies have followed the Westinghouse study, both on Head
Start programs and on other, usually smaller-scale, compensatorv education

’

efforts. Even though a heterogeneous group of settings, philosophies, cur-

. Ticula, and children have beer involved in these studies, and the findings

E

have not all been similar, taken together the studies have indicated a basically

positive picture of the immediate impact of compensatory education experiences
on some aspects of child development. The Westinghouse study measured the
effects of Head Start on children one to three years after the children had

left the program., Other studies and reviews which looked at short-term

effects gencrally found that both Head Start and other preschool programs
produced increases in IQ scores and academic achievement, and less consistently,
in attitudes, motivation and social behavicr (Bissell, 1973; 'Bronfenbrenner,
197453 Gotts, 1973; Horowitz & Paden, 1972; Manr, Mariell & Yurt, 1976;

Miller & Dyer, 1975; Passow, 1974; Payne et al., 1973; Rivlin & Timpane, 1975;
Ryan, 1974; Weisberg, 1974; White, 1973.) ¥Weisberz's (1974) examination

of the data from the third year of the Head Start Planned Variation Study’

led him to the conclusion that: "In terms of a wide variety of cognitive
skills, Head Start is effective in accelev.tirg the growth rate of disad-
vantaged preschoolers.”" It is difficult to interpret these short-term

changes, however, as we shall see when we examine the findings concerning
long-term effects. In reviewing preschool programs and the ma jor reviews of
programs, White concluded:

‘Most evaluations of preschool projects find an immediate jincrease
in IQ scores. The reason for this immediate increase is not



clear., It could reflect a genuine intellectual progress or it could
reflect & familiarity with the situation, greater self-confidence,
and an increased willingness to attempt problem solving in the test-
taking context. (p. 185)

Follow Thrrugh

Findings concerning the short-term effects of Follow Through programs
are similar to those reviewed above for Head Start. For instance, Bissell
(1973) examined an evaluation of Follow Through Planned Variation znd con-
cluded that:

Children in Follow Through showed slightly greater gains in school
achievement during the 1969-70 school year than did their non-
Follow Through counterparts. This was true for the-entire sample,
with the largest differences among Follow Through children whose
families were below the OEO poverty line, children whc also par-
ticipated in Head Start, and children who received the full range
of Follow Through services. Follow Through participants showed
positive changes during the school year in their attitudes toward
learning and school, and their growth in this area was slightly
larger than that of conparison children at both grade levels.
(p. 101)
Home Start
The Home Start program was found to be effective for children in several
aspects of growth and development (Deloria, Coelen & Ruopp, 1974; Love, et al.,.
1976). Home Start children showed scores significantly higher than those of
control children. During their first seven months in the program, Home
Start children scored higher on three of four school readiness measures (the
Preschool Inventory, the DDST Language Scale, and the 8-Block Child Talk
Score). While the Home Start children's advantage was not as clear or complete
at 12 months, it was maintainad. On only one measure of socioemotional
development did Home Start children score higher than controls at 7 months.
After 12 months, however, ratings by mothers indicated that Home Start

children had greater tolerance, and both mothers and testers rated Home Start

children higher in task orientation.




Home-oriented intervention efforts other than Home Start also have been
effective in producing gains iA young children. Bronfenbrenner (1974)
reviewed a number of intervention pregrams, and found clear evidence of
initial gains by children enrolled in home-based programs. In a rec¢ent sum-
mary of evaluations of home-based early education programs, Hess (1976)
concluded that most ofmﬁhe programs produced significant immediate gains in

IQ scores. Children in comparison grei»ms. withou™ the benefits of these

programs, showed no simiiar gains.

Parent-Child Centers

Parent-Child Centers (PCC), administered through Project Heéd Starf,
include education, health, nutrition, and social service combonents, which
‘are délivered'through center—basedlprograms, home-based programs, or com-
binations of the two kinds. Thus, one would expect similar findings with
respect to immediate, short-term effects. The scores of the Parent~Child
Center children on the Preschool Inventory and the Denver Developmental
Screening Test were compared with the norms for those tests, and with the
scores of Home Start children prior to their entrance into the Home Start
program. While the differences were not dramatic, the PCC children tended to
obtain higher scores than children in the standardization sample and the Home
Start sample. The evaluators of the program concluded that PCC's do improve
the school readiness cf children, '"in terms of knowledge of the kinds of
concepts which are expected of the éhild once he reacheé school age."

(Holmes, Holmes, Greenspan & Tapper, 1573, pp. 11-17).

Television Proarams

The goals of "Sesame Street" include-gains in the acquisition of basic

facts and skills, such as recognizing and labeling letters and numbers, and
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more éomplex cognitive skills relating te classifying and sorting, and to
understanding the physical and social environment {(Ball & Bogatz, 1970;
Stein & Friedrich, 1975). Major evaluations of the first two years of
"Sesame Street", undertaken by the Educational Testing Service, demonstrated
positive short-term effects in most of these goal areas (Ball & Bogatz,
1970; Ball & Bogatz, 1971; Passpw, 1974; Stein & Friedrich, 1975). It
was found that in the first year, children who watched the program most
frequently learned the most, and the most substantial gains occurred in
letters, number, and classification skills.

The major finding--that children learned moré the more they watch

—~holds true across age, sex, geographical location, socio-
economic status (SES), mental age (intelligence) and whether

childrer watched at home or at school. 1In all eight goal areas
in which children were tested, gains in learning increased
steadily with amount of viewing (Balli& Bogatz, 1970, p. 4).

In the second year of "Sesame Street," when more extensive goals were

introduced, the evaluators found significant gains in 13 goal ureas

»
+

(function of body parts, naming geometric forms, roles of community mem-~
bers; matching by form, naming letters, letter sounds, sight reading,

recognizing numbers, naming numbers, counting, relational terms, classifica-

‘tion. and sorting); less definite gains in 10 areas (naming body parts,

recognizing letters, initial sounds, decoding, left-right orientation,
counting strategies, numbe%/numeral agreement, addition and subtraction,
double classification, and emotiops); and no effects in six areas (recogniz-
ing geometric forms, matching by position, alphabet recitation, enumeration,
conservation, and parts of the whole). In none of the areas did non-
viewers go ahead of viewers. "Sesame Street' viewers also gained more than
non-viewers on the Peabody Picture Vocabularxfihst. a standardized measure

of oral vocabulary, which is used to measure mental ége and IQ in young

children (Ball & Bogatz, 1971).



In a subsequent evaluation of the ETS evaluation and a re-analysis of
the ETé data, Cook et al. (1575) agreed that viewing "Sesame Street'
teaches some letter, number, and relations skills, but concluded that the
evidence examined 'casts reason#ble doubt about whether 'Ses;me Street'
was causing as large and as generalized learning gains in 1970.and 1971 as
were attributed to the program on the basis of past evaluations" (p. 25).
Ball & Bogatz (1975) in turn rejected the methods and arguments used by Cook
and his associates, countering that they had adopted‘too conservative a
stance for the evaluation of new programs.

An ETS evaluation of "The Electric Company", a program developed to
improve reading skilils in young disadvantaged children {first through fourth
grades), also found evidence sf positive effects in a variety of curriculum
areas, and on a standardized reading test. (These findings applied primarily

to second-grade children).

The Handicapped Children's Early Zducation Program

- An evaluation was conducted by Battelle (Stock, et al., 1976) of the
impact of the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program (HCEEP) in
carrying out its goals of meeting educational needs of handicapped children
aged 0-8 years. From 63 HCEEP programs which were in at least the third
year of operation in the fall of 1974, 32 were selected for the evaluation.
Most of the 130 echildren sampled fell into six categories of handicapping
conditions (educable mentally retarded, trainabie mentally retarded, learning
disabled, emotionally disturbed, speech impaired, and deaf).

No control groups were assessed; the study was directed at determining
whether there were gains above those expected on the basis of maturation.

The evaluators concluded that the HCEEP program had positive effects in the



personal-social (e.g., self-concept, peer interaction), adaptive (e.g.,

. self-dressing, personal responsibility), cognitive (e.g., memory, classi-

fication), and communication (e.g., discrimination, grammar/rules) growth

areas, and possibly had positive effects in the motor area (e.g., muscle

"control, perceptual motor). The most substantial gains were found on the

personal-social measures: "In this domain, the average gain in test scores
from pretest to post-test was about 2.3 times greater than would be expected

by age change (maturation) alone in the absence of project experience" (p. 10).

Day Care

In contrast to research on the ¢ffects of the children's programs-
reviewed thus far, research on day care has been prompted not only by desire
to find ways to accelerate various aspects of the child's development, but also
by concern that day care is harmful té\thg\phifg‘s development (e.g., see Kagan,
1976, pp. 11-39). Consequently, research findings on short-term effects must
.be described in the context of two general questions: Does day care have dele-
terious effects on the child? Does day care have positive effects on the c¢hild?
‘With regard to the possibility of adverse effects on children, the
available research findings can b: stated succinctly: The evidence does
not indicate that participation in a day care program (in contrast to staying
at home) is harmful to the young child's development (Bronfenbrenner, Belsky
& Steinberg, 1976; Kagan, 1976; Meyer, 1977; Ricciuti, 1976). Of course,
ili-health or physical harm can be inflicted quickly by an unsanitary or
dangerous physical setting. Substantial psychological harm appears to
result, however, only from a severe, long-term (e.g., 5-10 years) situation

in which the child is continuously deprived of all but minimal amounts of

Iy



social, intellectual, and physicél stimulation, such as might occur if a child
were instiﬁutionalized under extremely inadequate eircumstances (Meyer, 1977,
P. 3). On the other hand, it should be noted that most data on day care

effects are derived from carefully planned and administered high-quality

-

programs (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke & Strassman, 1976; Ricciuti,‘"”w'

1976), and the effects‘of low-quality day cére on the child's cognitive and
socioemotional development have not been studied to any significant extent.
The focus of day care research has been restricted primarily to direct
effects on the child, and for the most'ﬁéi:Thas not included effects on the
parents, on the family as a whole, or on the community and society (Bronfen-
bfenner et al., 1976). Furthermore, most studies of direct effects on chil-
dren have touched on caly a few areas of development--cognitive development
as measured by standardized intellipence tests, the development of the mother-
.child relaticnship, and the development of relationships with otﬁer children
(Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Ricciuti, 1976).

With regard to the question of whether day care facilitates the child's
development, recent reviews of day care research (Bronfenbrenner, et al.,
19763 Heinicke & Strassménn, 1976; Kagan, 19765 Ricciuti, 1976) agree in
their general conclusions. Day care programs for young children in general
(i.e., children not characterized as economically disadvantaged or at risk)
have produced no intellectual gains, or modest, temporary gains at best. More
substantial short-term changes have shown up more often in studies of day
care for children from low-income, low-education families. Experiences in
high quality day care centers appear to prevent or attenuate declines in
test scores often observed in this group of children. Furthermore, it has
been reported that economically disadvantaged ctildren have gained more

from highly structured, cognitive}y oriented programs (Ricciuti, 1976).

N



That is,

++».Children reared in environments where the language slkills
and strategies tapped by the IQ tests are not encouraged seem
to be helped by the practices of the middle class group care

enviroament (Kagan, 1976, p. 50).
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Section 2. Long-Term Effects

Head Start and Follow Through

As indicatedﬂabove, the Westinghouse study initially dampened hopes
for long-term substantial gain in intellectual functioning, due to Head
Start intervention. Were subsequent programs and evaluations able to show
larger, longer lasting gains? The answers available to date are mixed on
this score.

In evaluations of the long-term effects of preschool intervention
programs, a particular pattern has shown up time after tirme. Initial gains
were made in various domains of functioning by children enrolled in the
program, but these gains failed to persist into the primary school years.
Bronfenbrenner (1974) describes the pattern in its extreme form:

By and large, thc experimental groups do not continue to make

gains when intervention is continued beyond one year, and even
more regrettably, the increases achicved in the initial phase,

even the largest ones, tend to 'wash out.' In general, one

year after intervention is terminated, the I1Q of the 'graduates'
"begins to drop, the difference between the experimental and

control groups gradually decrcases, the once impressive pains

are reduced to a few points, and, what is most crucial, the average
IQ of the experimental group often falls back into the problem
range of the lower 90's and below (p. 14).

This picture of early gains‘washing out, usually by the second or third
grade, is attested to in many major reviews of the effects of preschool
follow-up programs. (See Bissell, 1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Rivlin &
Timpane, 1975; Stanley, 1973; White, 1973.) It is also frequently referred
to as "the catch-up phenomenon," since the rate of developmert during the

post-intervention—years is less for participant than for non-participant

(control) children (Bissell, 1973, p. 65). Recent evidence of this pattern
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was provided by a report on an experimental comparison of four preschool
programs (incorporating 14 Head Start‘classes), which included a 3-year
follow-up through second grade (Miller & Dyer, 1975). This study is note-
worthy because it has been praised for its methodological strengths--e.g.,
children were randomly assigned to treatments, and treatments were monitored
to ostain infornation on the implementation of program dimensirns (Stevenscn,
1975; White, 1975). The preschool programs produced immediate gains in IQ
and achievement, especially for.the more didactic programs, but the IQ and
achievement test scores declined over the subsequent years,

The question about long-term effects of early childhood jntervention

programs cannot be answered unequivocally in the negative, however. For one

" thing, some evidence is available that gains in non-cognitive areas may be

move easily sustained., Miller & Dyer (1975), who failed to find lasting
cognitive gains, did find effects still detectable at the end of the 4-year

period in a few non-cognitive areas, such as "inventiveness,” Similarly,

“ White (1973) cites findings of long-term advantages as measured by school

attendahce and promotion to higher grade leveis. 1In addition, evidence that
°

gains‘have been sustained in certain programs and for certain groups of
children, in IQ, achievement, and social skills, has been reported in earlier
reviews (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Ryan, 1974; Zigler, 1973).

In contrast to the major national evaluations of compensatory education
programs, which have yielded few findings of long-term cognitive gains,
some studies of smaller experipgntal progréms have shown niore positive and
longer lasting effects. Thus, the "'current wisdom' . s « that preschool
programs for lcw income children boost IQ for a year or two but subsequently

do not prevent it from falling back to around the original level,” has been

disputed recently (Murray, 1977, p. 1).  Much of this more positive evidence



’

is generated by a number of studics which were initiated in the 1960's apd
recently organizéd into the Developmental Continuity Consortium. The Con-
sortium, funded by the Office of Child Development through the Education

Commission of the SLates, has enabled the principai investigators of these
studies to pool their original data, and to collect comparable data on the
current status of the children who had participated in the eafliér inter-
ventien program. Good descriptions of the original studies angd the recent
efforts of the Consortium are available elsewhere (Hubbell, 1977a, 1977b;

:

Lazar, Hubbell, Murray, Rosche & Royce, 1977; Murray, 1977).

In some of the original studies of the individual intervention projects

. included in the Consortium, the children enrolled in the programs scored

higher on IQ tests than did control children, as long as three years
after the programs (Lazar, et al., 1977). This was the case in Some of the
center-based programs, infant home-based programs, and combination center- and
home-based progranms. Analyses of current IQ and achicvement test data for
these children have not vet been completed.

.Ihe Consartium has also reported findings from preliminary uznalyses of
two other indicatois of tﬁe school performance of Lhe children since icaving
the experimental programs: (1) placement, in special education classes, and
(2) failure to be promored frcm one grade to the next. Their data indicate
that across a number ;f studies, the percentage of program children who
later were placed into spec;al educatisn classes was less than the . rcentage
of control children placed into special education (Lazar, et al., 1977).
Similarly, in five of seven studies where data are available, program children
were less frequently held back one or more grades in the schools they have

attended since leaving the preschool programs, than were the control children.

It should be noted that the differences between the program and control children
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on these two indicators did net reach statistical significance in all of
the studies.

Is it possible that positive effects will show up well after the third
grade, even when no gains wére discerniple in the earlier primary years
(perhaps because the measures used were inappropriate to the developmental
processes in their early stages)? Evidence of positive effects of preschool
programs well after intervention has beern terminated, and as late as the
fifth to seventh grades, has been reported‘in two recent studies (Palmer,
1976; Seitz, Apfel & Efron, 1976). 1In one case the intervention itself was

continued beyond the preschool years through a Follow Through progiram, and

in the other case it was not continued beyond the preschool level. 1In both

of these studies the evaluators raise theo question of "slee.2r effects,” since

2

the effects are not siamply maintained fhrough the grades, but appear to
increase after a certain point.

In sum, on the one hand, substantial positive effects of preschool inter-~
vention across the cognitive, social, and other developmental domains, are
not consistently fournd beyond the early primc.iy years, even when preschool
programs are followsd up by suhsequent.compcnsatory education efforts. On-
the other hand, some positive long~term effects have been found--if not

across the board, at least with some studies, some groups of children, some

curricula, some sequences of intervention, and some research strategies.

Many of these speéifiC'contributing factors are considered in more detail
in later sections of this paper. At any rate, at our present stage of
research and development, it seems sarest to accept the sobering message
that dramatic gains that last are not easy to produce, but at the same time
to acknowledge Palmer's (1976) claim that not all of the evidence has been

presented yet, and that it is too carly to ask the jury to reach a verdict.

I



Home Start

Home Start children were tested after 7 months and 12 months of involve-
ment in tﬁg program. No subsequent follow-up testing was undertaken, so no
evidence on long-term effects is available.

Hess (1976) reviewed eight home-based intervention programs which
carried out follow-up tesping, and found that all but one¢ of these programs
' reported positive or significant differences favoring program children for
lengths of time ranging from one to four or more vears after the intervention
was terminated. He conéludes that the gains produced by the programs were rﬁ
r:intzined intc che elementary school years with little fadeout. He also
iound that the children who had gained the most as a resul: of‘intervention
lest the most subsequent to the end of the program, although the amount of

loss was small relative to the original gain.

Parent-Child Centerrs

In the absence of long-term follow-up of the PCC children, evidence

about the long-term effects of the programs is not available.

Television Presrams

No data are available concerning the long-term impact of watching

"Sesame Street" and “"The Electric Company."

The Handicapped Children*s Early Childhood Education Propram

From the 32 HCEEP projects evaluated by Battelle (Stock, et al., 1976),
755 children graduated during the summer of 1974. The final report notes that
the placement setting was known for 91 percent of these children, and thai
the HCEEP projects appeared to be effective in placing the children into

more advanced educational settings. Of these children, 95 were followed up.
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The teachers and therapists in the placement settings were interviewed, &n.
when they were asked:
to compare HCEEP graduates with non-handicapped childrea in
their programs on social and cognitive behavior, the HCEEP
- graduates were judged, based on teacher perception, equal to
oY at a lower level than the non-handicapped children.
However, when the placement setting teachers/therapist
compared HCEEP graduates with similarly handicapped
children who had no HCEEP experience, the HCEEP gradu-
ates were judged to be more advanced. Thus the HCEEP
projects studied appeared to have a perceived positive

impact on the social and cognitive behavior of their
graduates (pp. 18-19).

Day Care

Almost all of the studies on day care concern the imﬁe&iate effects
of day care on child;en, measured. while the children are actuaiiy enrolled
in the program (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke & Strassman, 19763
Meyer, 1977; Ricciuti, 1976). Follow-up studies that would shed light
onnlong-term impact of day care experiences have not been undertaken.
Thus, there is the possibility that latent or “sleeper" effects will emerge
at later points in the lives of children who were exposed to day care
when Very young, and it can be argued that effects of day care have not been
seen because the measures have not been applied at the appropriate time,
Meyer (1977) points out that since we currently have no conceptual basis
for estimating when such latent effects might occur, this argument is
untestable. (For instance, if effacts do not show up five years after the
day care experience, it coL.d be argued that effects would show up if
measured still latez;) He stresses the need for theory concerning long-
term effects, so that testable hypotheses can be developed, and the relevant

Tresearch undertaken.
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How Are Program Effects Measured?

Evaluators gauge program effects in terms of ghange or rnon-change
in various domains of the child's development. Since Qhat is réally being
documented are chariges in measures of the child's performance or hehavior,
conclusions about changes in the underlying developmental prbcgsses are
obviogsly constrained by the particular measures selected. A discussion
of the many problems and arguments relating to testing in program evaluation
is well beyond this paper's task, which is to briefly review impact findings,
but a few basic points are clear and must be kept in mind when trying to
interpret these findings.
As we have seen, program evaluations frequently fail to establish
any substantial gains by.the children'enrolled. When such findings atre called
into question, it is often on the basis of the narticuwlar measures used in
the evaluations. Consider, for example, the following statement:
Thus fundamental doubts about existing social program evaluation
results...persist. Negative evaluation results may have less to
do with the schools than with the measures of impact. Evidence
to decide this issue is not available, but the questions have
affected thought and research. In fact, the issue has'changed:
Is the problem one of schools' ineffectiveness, or one of tests'
insensitivity? (Cohen, 1975, p. 163).
When program effects are not found, a variety of reasons are advanced
to explain how real impact can be missed by tests--e.g.; the tests are cul-
turally biased. they do not match the program objectives, or they are designed
to assess differences between children and designed not to differentiate
program or treatment effects (Cohen, 1975); assessment occurs only in a
testing situation, which is inappropriate for disadvantaged children, ;ather

than in a variety of more naturalistic settings (Zimiles, 1970); assessment

covers too nairow 2 range of domains, usually intellectual (Horowitz & Paden,



1973, Miller & Dyer, 1975); static variables, such as IQ, are measured
rather than process reasvres, such as teacher-child interaction, ¢r modcs of
information processing (Shipman, 1373). Thg importance of selecting appro-
priate and sensitive tests was illustrated in the evaluation of the Parent
Child Centers: Positive effects were obtained with the Pres. hool Inven'ory,
‘but not with the Denver Developmental Screening Test (Holmes, et al., 1973).
Had c¢nly the latter test been used, no impact: would have been cbserved.,

The selection of tests and measutes by evaluators often reilcocts a
particular underlying philosophy of learning and development, of‘cou;se.
Different program perspectives and emphases can lead to differcnt expecta-
tions regarding not only what kinds of gains will occur, but when they will
occur. A model of intellectual development based on the sequential zccumula-
tion of learning skills might lcad to the exprctation of immediate gains in
selected skills, and the subsequent selection of tests which would be_sensi-
tive to this pattern of results. Another model of intellectual development,
in which motivation, attitudes, and styles of behavior figure more prominently,
might cause evaluators to give greater significance to measures 6f»short-
term motivational and attitudinal changes, and long-term intellectual changes
(Miller & Dyer, 1975, p. 3).

On the other hand, even when significant gains do occur, questions are

‘uraised about the meaning of the test results. The most frequently heard
criticism is that the test is too closely geared to the content of the pro-
gram, or that the program staff have "taught to the test." For instarce,
this could be sug;ested as a reason for the rore favorable results reported
for "Sesame Street" as compared with Head Start programs: specific tests were

used to evaluate the impact of "Sesame Sireet' which were directly related
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to the program's teaching objectives, while more geneial IQ and achievement
tests were used to assess the more nebulous objectives of Head Start programs.

Finally, many of the gains from intervention programs, especially over
the short term, have been criticized as relating more to imp-ovements in test
taking skills than to real changes in the processes which the tests osten-
sibly assess:

More often...positive results stcm from the program's emphasis

on the need to attend to detai’ and the familiarity it provides with
a didactic communication process strikingly similar to the inter-
rogation process used in testing. It requires the child to "tune
in" and participate at a level which facilitates test performance
vseoIf there is any generality to the offect of this type of
learning, then it is quite valuable, but if its effect is specific
to the particular structure and demands of the evaluation instru-
ment, then one may justifiably question the usefulness of this
form of cognitive growth and the concern with measuring it
(Zimiles, 1970, pp. 242-243),

The Predominance of Cognitive Measures

Most of the available evidence on program effects pertains Lo changes in
performance on measures of cognitive aptitude and achievemené, although the
need to look for impact in ron-cognitive domains (e.g., socioemotional devel-
opment, healch, family, and community) has been widely acknowledged (Bronfen-
brenner, 1974; Datta, McHale & Mitchell, 19765 Zigler, 1973; Zimiles,

1970). This emphasis on cognitive assessment cccurred in spite of the original
Head Stz = objecfives which were heavily weighted toward increasing social
competence in young disadvantaged children (Datta et ai., 1976; Zigler,

1973). Even with regard to cognitive development, however, it has been argued
that the measures typically used in evaluation studies tap too narrow a
spectrum of processus and abilities (Zimiles, 1970). - \

\

According to these perspectives, then, even if there were no methodological

Weaknesses in the bulk of evaluations which have provided evidence about the
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impact of programs on young children (and there are), the findings speak to
only a portion of the child's development., Less simplistic models of intel-
lectual, as well as gencral developnent are likely to be incorporated in future
evaluations. As White (1976) explains
The best data we have now suggest that there is not one line of
growth in cognitive development but a number of lines of growth,
at least partially independent of cne another....The child is not
only constructing his theory of space, time, causality. He is
constructing a theory of the self, of significant others, of
social distance, of politics, of social influence and efficacy....
If our present day conceptions of cognitive Jdevelopment are
changing to encompass these things, as I believe they are, then
I believe we are becoming prepared to think about preschools in
rather nore complex ways (pp. 169-170).

Finally, much has becen written, pro and con, concetning the use of IQ
tests in evaluations of intervention programs for disadvantaged .children.
The issues involved are far~ranging and exceed the_scope of this report;
they range from questions about the appropriateness of selecting general
standardized tests of intellectual potential for the assessment of programs
with different curricula and different objectives (Rivlin & Timpane, 1975),
to questions about cultural and class biases (Wilkerson, 1970), to questions
about the degree to which increments in IQ scores are predictive of later
school performance (Zimiles, 1970). With regard to this last question, Miller
& Dyer (1975) found that IQ increases resulting from Head Start experiences
did not predict first-grade achievement as well as preschool achievement
predicted IQ measured in first grade.

In sum, much of the evidence on the impact of Federal programs pertains
to children's cognitive development and performance. It is apparent, however,
that even conclusions about effects on cognitive development must be regarded

as tentative and iﬁcomplete, especially in light of the narrow range of

measures used.

3
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Section 3. Short- and Long-Term Effcets Revisited:
~Non-Cognitive Qutcome Measures

Socicemotional Developmont

While most of the findings on program impact pert;in to cognitive devel-
opment, some attempts have been made to measure social changes, and significant
effects have been found. There is considerably less comparabiiity among the
instruments employed, however, since the popular standardized tests available
in the cognitive area have no counterparts in the socioemotional area. Zigler
(1973) éttributes this difference to the "state of refinement" of socioemo-
tional theory and measurement, and argues that cognitive variables are in no
way "more real" than socioemotional variables. Nonetheless, reliable measures
of social development have not been and are not likely soon to he forthcoming,
As White (1973) sums up: "Only crude measures of noncognitive variables deemed
important to school success and personal adjustment are available, and there
is little agreement concerning what constitutes positive change in the social
and emotional domains" (p. 187).

Head Start and Follow Through., Administrators and evaluators have been

awara from the beginning of the limitations and probiems involved in assessiﬂé
effects on socioemotional development (e.g., see Datta, 1975; Smith, 1975),
In light of the state of the art of measurement, it is not surprising that*
the findings ﬁre mixed with regard to socioemotional development. Positive
effects on socioemotional developnment have been measured, but pre-post dif-
ferences are typiéally small and inconsistent or contradictory across studiés.
Gains resulting from Head Start and other preschool intervehtion programs

have been found (but not consistently) in: self-concept, achievement motiva-

tion, and socially-mature behavior (Kann et al., 1976); achievement motivation

and social adjustment (Datta, et al., 1976); self-concept and adjustment to
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school (White, 1973); social attitude and adjustnent, and self-confidence and
trust (Ryan, 1974),

The complexity of socioenotional processes has been pointed up by
Bridgeman and Shipman (1975) in a report on the ETS-Head Start Longitudinal
Study. ‘They found levels of self-esteem high in children at the preschool
level and low at the third grade level. In other words, children come into
the school situation with high self-esteem, but over the course of school,
Presumably as a result of success and failure experiences, their self-esteem
diminishes. Thus, early special efforts to improve self-esteem appear
unnecessary. The changes that occur during the subsequent years in school,
however, are not easily assessed. Internal analyses of the scores showed
little stability over time in self-esteem for these children.

The general low stability for measures of self-esteem and achievement
motivation investigated in this study and their different patterns

of correlations across years suggest that these behaviors are under-
going considerable developmental change during this period. Thus,
thcse measures do not lend themselves to a pre-post design which
assumes constancy of meaning in the variable being assessed at both
points in time. Also, desigcns which assume linear growth are

likely to be inappropriate for assessing social and emotional

functioning (Bridgeman & Shipman, 1975, p. 80Q).

Television Programs. The early emphasis on cognitive skills in "Sesame

Street" has been enlarged to include sociocemotional concerns. Stein and
Friedrich (1975) report preliminary findings of a small study that children,
after viewing segments of "Sesame Street" concerned with cooperation, were more
cooperative than non-viewers in test situations similar to the situation
featured in the program. Although this single experiment is interesting, it
provides no real evidence of Sesame Street's effects on socioemotional develop-
ment .

‘Day Care. Concerns that day care may have harmful effects on the child's

development are even more pervasive with regard to the socioemotional domain.,
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Such concerns have directed research in this area primarily ﬁoward two issues:
the infant-mother relationship, and aggression.

A question motivating much of the research is: Do frequent separations
of the very young child from his or her mother impede the develqpment of a
strong affectional bond bgtween the child and mother? While the origins,
dynamics, and significancé of such a bond vary across theories of child

f .
development, many scientific znd lay hypotheses share at least the presumption

of the bond's reality, and its general impottance for later healthy
functioning.

The researca findings available to ‘ate indicate no general support for

the concern that ~ay care for infants and young children interferes with or

" weakens the mother-child relatioship (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke

& Strassman, 1976; Kagan, 19763 Ricciuti, 1976). Similarly, there is no
indication that the chi1d deyelops a prefereince for a caregiver over his.or

her owni parent (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976). A number of qualifications apply,
howeve;:\maqy of them familiar by now. Perhaps the biggest problem is the
narrov focus of research on day care in general, and research on the effects

of day care on socioemotional development in ﬁarticular. Especially narrow

are the conceptualization and assessment of the mother-child relationship
(Ricciuti, 1976). Most studies eiamine the effects of day ccre experiences

on the child's reactions to being left by the inother in the presence of a _

stranger in an unfamiliar setting or room. The amount of the child's sub-

sequent distress, for example, is measured as an indicator of the child's

attachment to his or her mother. While few consistent differences between
day care children and home care children have shown up on this measure, the
implications of such differences would not be clear anyway. Furthermore, the

assesghent of such behaviors in the laboratory, rather than the home or day



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

care center, renders'such research ecologically invalid, acégfding to some
(e.g., Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976).

In addition, studies in this area are characterized by small'sahples
(Ricciuti, 1976), and lack of random assignment to experimental and compari-
son groups (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976). That is, children enrolled in
day care.programs often come fronm families with backgrounds different from
those of the families of home care children. For instance, Heinicke & Strass-
man (1976) report that day care mothers in one study appeared to he less
emotionally caring of their children, than were the mothers in thé‘comparison
group. ;

A point made earlier with respect to studies of the impact of d~y care on
cognitive development deserves repetition here. Studies relating to socio-
emotional development have examined the effects of high-quality, model day
care centers. Consequently, little is known about the possibility of harmful
effects of low-quality programs (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976).

Finally, Ricciuti (1976) points out that we have very little descriptive
data on the actual phenomencn of separation of the child from the parent
at the beginning of the day care day. Ricciuti's own research indicates the
importance of familiar, stable caregivers in minimizing distress associated
with separation, which becomes particularly apparent towa-d the end of the.
first year of the chiid's life (pp. 24-25).

A sccond general area on which research has concentrated is the effecés
of d3y care on the child's relationships with other children and with adults.
This research has focused primarily on phe development of aggression in day
care chiidren. There is some evidence (although neither consistent nor con-

clusive) that children who have been in day care since early in 1life subse-

quently display more aggressive and uncooperative behaviors (Bronfenbrenner,
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et al., 1976). However, again these studies have measured narrow aspects of
social development, in a small number of settings, with the usual sampling
problems. Thus, the question of whether day care is deleterious to the
child's socialization is "open" (Ricciuti, 1976), and "equivocal' (Meyer,
1977). Furthermore, the increase in aggressive behaviors that has been
found in some studies appears to be part of a more general increase in a
variety of both positive and negative behaviors, and a higher level of peer
interactions in general upon entering a new day care center or social setting
(Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke & Strassman, 1976; Meyer, 1977).
Meyer suggests that any day care setting allowing a degree of freedom will
cause an increase in general activity levels, and that changes seen with
respect to aggressive behaviors are also occurring with respect to other kinds
of behaviors, including those that are socially desirable.
There is some evidence to suggest that center-based day care
generates certain social and emotional consequences in the
form of delays in acquiring adult standards of acceptable
behavior. On the other hand, there appears to be some evidence
to indicate that in center-based ho::. care children develop a
bréader repertoire of behaviors that may well stand them in good
stead when they encounter the elementary school situation
(p. 30).
Similarily, Ricciuti (1976) speculates that the agpgressive behaviors
o seen in this research may be specific to the day care setting, and reflect a
greater sense of mastery and independence in the familiar day car >nviron-
ment. In addition, Bronfenbrenner, et al. (1976) point out that an increase
in negative behaviors has not been found in all day care centers, nor has
it appeared in rescarch on day care in some other countries.
The labelling of- certain behaviors as "negative" or "undesireable" is

itself problematic. As Ricciuti points out, since we do not kunow che extent

to which aggressive and other behaviors carry over beyond the day care

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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setting, it is difficult to judge whether they are undesireable, or actually
adaptive to that situation. Furthermore, program evaluators, caretakers,
teachers, and parents are not likely to agree on what levels of aggrescion
are appropriate to particular scttings, or to society in general (Meyer, 1977).
Heinicke & Strassman (1976) suggest the possibility that the variables

under study (e.g., aggression modulation, and relationships with peers ard
adults) may in turn be cbrrelated with measures of the quality of the parent=-
¢hild interaction. That is, the day carz experiences may be less of a factor
in the outcome behaviors than are parent~child influences associated with
the decision to enroll the child in day care (pp. 10-11). Along these same
lines, Kagan (1976) suggests that the parents' attitudes toward their child,
and particularly the child's perception of his value to his family, exért
more influenée on his psychblogical functioning than do specific caretaking
experiences (e.g., day care vs. homé care) in infancy and early childhood.

How is that possible, considering tﬂe fact that the day

care children spont as much time in the center as they did

at home? An initial attempt at interpretation assumes that

the psychological experiences at home have a priority-~

they are more salient and more affectively charged than

the experiences at the center (p. 65).

While one can offer reasonable explanations of why a child's parent

may be so much more salient than a caretaker in a group setting (e.g., see
Kagan, 1976, pp. 65-69), the necessary research to support such speculations

has not been undertaXen.

Family Change

The impact of programs on children ean oceur directly. asg when :zhe
child acquires new knowledge or learning skills in the classroom, or indirectly,
as when other people or institutions serve to mediate ,or amplify the effects

of the program. The rost apparent agents of change that can function in this
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way are the child's family and community., Such interactive effects are
likely to be complex, of course. For instance, a program might nromote a

change in the parents, leading to a new pattern of family functioning, which
7 "

s

in turn might cause the child to interact differently with peers and adults

in school, btecome a more effective learner, and in turn account for gains

in performance on standardized tests. On the other hand, the initial changes
may occur in the child rather than the parent, but these changes may affect
the parent's behavior, and prectpitate an interactive process such as that
described above.2 In any system of reciprocal interaction the combinations
of influences are virtuaiiy endless; a complete understarding of them is
probably unattainable, and a partial understanding difficult, demanding

carefully designed, comprehensive research strategies. While such ambitious

goals have not yet been undertaken in the evaluation of children's programs,

‘some evidence is available which at least sheds light on preliminary ques-

tions about the family and comrunity as mediating agents in programn impact,

Head Start and Follcw Throuph. From the first, the vecognition of

the family and community as necessary elements in the interaction equation
has been inherent in the philosophy and implementation of Head Start (Datta,
et al., 1976; Mendelsohn, 1970; <Zigler, 1973). A major objective of Head
Start is to help the low-income family resist alienation and the tendency .

to turn away from the community (Shipman, 1973, p. 190). The appropriateness

)

-~ -

“Similar cycles of interaction can be initiated between tezcher and
child, accounting for changes beyond those directly attributable to the
curriculum, teaching style, environmental setting, etc. That is, a program
may change the teacher's behaviors and attitudes toward the children and
their families, which in turn may lead to gains in the children's abilities.
Differencns between Follow Through teachers and non-Follow Threugh teachers,
have been documented (Bissell, 1973). 1In comparison to non~Follow Througzn
teachers, Follow Through teachers placed higher value on home visits and
parental participation in classroom activities and expressed & higher level
of satisfaction with their students' progress. (Bissell cauticns, however,
that since initial differences Leiween Follow Through #ad non-Foliow Through
teachers were not examined, interpretation of these findings is difficult,)

38
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of such objectives has been underscored in the ETS Head Start Study, which
found through home interviews that the mother of the Head Start children
sarpled felt powerless and alienated from society. The Head Start mother
was characterized by:
limited confidence in one's ability to change schonls and other
institutions for the better, discrepancies between aspirations
and actual expectancies, limited knowledge of community resources,
limited home resources, less adult availability to the children,
more physical crowding and maternal deprivation, greater -z-%anca
on kinship contacts, and substantially fewer fathers present in
the home (Shipman, 1973, p. 170).
The bulk of the findings concerning impact on the family relate to
changes in parental attitudes., Attitudes toward a variety of issues have

been examined, and for the most part, but not exclusivel » poritive effects
’ ’ Y, P

of Head Start and Follow Through are reported. In reviewing a number of

studiesAﬁf ﬁead Start programs, Mann ét al. (1976) describe positive impact
on parent®s satisfaction with the child's educational gains, parent's con-
fidence in understanding and rearing the chjld, and parcnt's self-confidence
and coping apility. Bissell (1973) veports findings of parental satisfaction
with outcommes of programs in Head Start Planned Variation, and further cites
evidence of parallels between the developmental goals cof partiéular models

or prégrams, and the particular changes in parental attitudes. For instance,
parents of children in "regular' Head Start classes stressed the merits of
the pregram in termé of babysitting and day care, while parents in model
classes stressed satisfaction with academic inmprovements. Bissell reports
failure to find differences between parerts of Follow Through and non-Follow
Through children in terms of family life (e.g., home reinforeement of school-
child relationships), but indicates that for Follow Through parents, positive
effects were [ound on parental awareness of, participation in, aud feelings

of control over school activities (p. 101). Datta, et al. (1976} found
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improvement in Head Start parents' attitudes toward education, but not in
their attitudes toward society (e.g., feelings of personal power, reported
community involvement, alicnation). These evaluators note that anecdotal
evidence of positive changes in parental feelings about and participation in
society has been presented, however,

Direct observation and measures of changes in the actual behavior of
parents have rarely been undertaken, Increases in maternal verbal communica-
tion, maternal praise regulation, child verbal fesponsiveness, and child
success have been reported (Bissell, 1973), as have increases in parental
participation in subsequent school programs (Mann, et al,, 1976).

White's (1973) conclusion about the impact of preschool programs on
families stands essehtiully unchanged:

Attempts to determine the effects of classroom preschool
Projects on the families of participating children are few
in number and are normally limited to interviews or question-
naires concerned with parental attitudes tovard ‘school.

The lack of measurement techniques, our ignorance concerning
familiar characteristies important to maximal development,
and the frrimary focus on changes in children have contributed
to the paucity of family assessment. When parental attitudes
are reported, they are typically positive, Payments of
parents as staff in preschool projects has obvious financial
benefits, and involvenent with young children may have
beneficial side effects. Questionnaires and rating scales
have shown changes in the attitudes of adults, but follow-
ups have not been conducted. Given the sketchiness of the
data, we cannot reach any well-founded conclusions.

It should also be noted that none of the evidence currently available

-

speaks to the question of durability of changes in parent il attitudes and
behaviors (Datta, et al., 1976). Thus the findings discussed above, which
already must be considered tenuous and fragmentary, in addition are restricted

to short-term effects.

Home Start., Perhsps because of the deeper formal involvement of the

O
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program in family life, Home Start impact on parent attitudes and behavior,
while fbllowing the same general lines as found with Head Start, appears to

be more positive and comprehensive. Evaluations of Home Start (Deloria,

et al., 1674; Love, et al., 1976) found significant differences between

Home Start mothers and control mothers in a number of areas: éllowing
children to help with household tasks, veaching reading and writing to their
children, providing books and toys for their children, and reading stories
to their children, Improvements wore also noted on measures of maternal
teaching style and verbal interaction, and in involvement in community organi.-
zations., After 12 months in the Home Start program, some of thes: differences
between participating families and control families diminishéd.

A recent teview of other home-based programs (Hess, 1976) indicates

a consistent pattern of positive effects on parental attitudes, parent-child

interaction (including verbal behavior), and home environment (with diffusion

of benefits to the siblings of participating children).

Television Programs. Few items of evidence are available, and the few
findings we have are mixed.b Parents of childpen who viewed "Electric Company"
Ttegarded their children at the first-grade level as better readers than did
parents of control children. But similar effects were not found for parents
of children at higher grade levels, and no other changes in parenﬁs' attitudes
were found (Ball, 1976, p. 6).

The Handicapped Children's Early Fducatior Prosram. HCEEP project

regulations require inclusion of a parent-family participation component,
and recommend activities such as assistance in understanding and coping with
the child's handicap, psychological or sociel work services, information on

.

child grcwth and development, inlormation on special education techniques,

.
)
) —
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carry-over activities to the home, and‘opportunity to participate in planuing
and evaluation of the program (Stock et'al., 1976).

Parent involvement was assessed through interviews with 129 parents of
children who had participated in 32 HCIEP projects. The interviews indi-
cated that 96 percent of these parents carried out the prescriﬁed activities,
which pertained to language skills, motor skills, self-help skills, cogni-
tion and attention skills, and:58'pe:cént carrié&\eut these activities on a
daily basis. Almost all of the parents perceived positive changes in their
children's behavior, most often in the language, mctor;~; tention and self-
helb areas. Eighty percent of the parents sa‘d they hag, enefitted from the

!

programs, especially in learning how to work with ch@ld%en, and 66 percent

Teported gains in forming realistic expectations for Ehei; children's future,

N

N
Finally, almost all expressed satisfaction with the seivices, facilities

and equipment, and the staff qualifications. No parent's judged tlie HCEED
Projects unsuccessful in program effectiver :s.

All of the effects assessed by the interviews were directly related to
specific program objectives and activities; no information ig available con-
cerning rore general charges in parent attitudes and behavior; or in parent-
child relationships.

Day Care. Most day care rescarchers agree that day care experiences °
per se do not appear to have direct substantial effects on children, at least
as typically measured in programs of relatively high fuality. Kagan (1976)
and Heinicke & Strassmann (1976) suggest that family characteristics and the
home environment are more likely sources of any variation found on the out-
come measures used in these day care studies:

Whatever its origin in terms of the relative contribution
of child and parent factors, it has now. been established
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that Bany of the child variables...used to evaluate the impact
of day care are courrelated at ages 3 to 5 with clusters of
parent-child va~iaibles (Heinicke & Strassmann, 1976, p. 16).

This line of thought>shggests Ehat a nore appropriate research strategy
(than those which generated the findings reviewed in earlier sections of this
paper) right be to examine the family as a mediating agent in the impact
of day care on the child. That is, how does'day care affect family economy,

* parent-child relationships, parental attitudes, etc., and thus indirectly
affect the child's development?

Relatively few studies, it turns out, have examined such effects of day
care on the families of children enrolled in those programs. Bronfenbrenner
et al. (1976) exawined the small amount of evidence available. From their
reading of the data of one study, they concluded that there is a possibility
that when the child is enrolled in full-time day care for extended periods
of time from early in life, the mother may "lose interest™ in the child.

It should be noted that this is an interpretation of one study, and Bronfen-
brenner et al._point'éut that:
The source of the problem, if any exists, may lie not in the
objective nature of day care as such, but in the way in which
day care is sometimes presented in contemporary American
society: namely, as a substitute for rather than a complement
to parental care {p. 47).

In contrast, two other studies of high risk infants aqd children enrolled
in day care indicated that the mothetrs of day care children interacted-more,
and in more positive ways, with their children, than was ithe case with mothers
in control groups. Other investigations documented some of the kinds of
economic and educational advantages that can accrue to mothers of children in

day care.

The studies undertaren thus far barely scratch the surface of the issues

¥
.
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relating to the impact of day care on the family. The findings and inter-
pretations briefly described above must be taken as illustrations of the kind
of research and thinking that is needed; they do not provide enough evidence

to support any conclusions.

Community Change

Head Start, Findings per;aining to program-induced changes in the
child®s community are even more sparse. ‘While scattered, mostly anecdotal
evidencé of positive. community chagges have been reported (e.g., Ryan, 1974),
most of the conclusions reached by reviewei's of program evaluations (e.g, Mann,
et al., 19767 Shipman, 1973; White, 1973; Zigler, 1973) have been based on
one major systematic study of commnity impact of Head Start, carried
out by Kirschner Associates, Inc. {(1970).

Through interviews with a variety of persons and institutions, such as
Head Start staff, school systems, and health agencies, the Kirschner study
counted 1,496 changes related to Head Start objectives in all of the 58
coimunities sampled. Few changes were identified in non-Head Start communi-
ties. These changes rélated to incr2ases in involxement of“tﬂé poor in com-
munity institutions, in employment of neighborhood peaple as paraprofessionals,
and ir educatioral emphasis on the nceds of the poor and minorities, and to
improvements in health services for the poor. With regard to these findings,
Datta (1973) concludes that the more stages of change in which Head Start
programs participated, the greater the benefit, s-.ope, and durgtion of the .
change; that Head Start programs were equally effective in producing change
whether operated by public schools or newly established agen;ies; that a high
level of parent particivarion in a Head Start prosram was associated with

high involvement of the program itself in bringing about community change;

O ,_i .
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and that involvement in change was positively related to the degree to which
a program specifically defined community change as a program role or objec-
tive (pp. 407-408).

Parent-Child Centers. PCC's have been found to be effective in coordi-

nating agencies serving children and their families (Mann, et al,, 1976).
No evidence of other changes in the coé&uﬁity has been provided.

Home Start. When asked about Eheir use of 15 community resources, such
as the public health clinic or the State employment office, Home Start and
control families indicated almost no differences in the frequency with whigh
they used them (Deloria, et al., 1974). The evaluators concluded that Home
Sta;t failed to help families use exiiging community resources, but it was
not possible toﬂ;etermine whether the cause of this failure was the unavaila-
bility of the resources, the ineligibility of families for services, the
current provisinn of ser;{ces to all eligible families, or the ineffectiveness
of Hnme Start (p. 17).

In contrast, incressed involvement was reported by Home Start families

\ .

in community organizations such as the Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, 4-H club,

and church,.social, or political organizations. '"This finding might be taken
to indicate that progress is being made in . :ducing the community isoiation
that characterizes many of the Home Start families" (p. 17).

Day Care. Bronfenbrenner et al. (1976) indicate that the impact of day
care on society is an important issue--'"it is the impact of day care beyond
the child himself, on the nation's familiés and the society at large, that
may have the more profound conscquence for the development of the next
generation of Americans” {p. 2)--but one that is essentially unresearched

to date.



Section 4. The Structure of Intervention:
Which Curricula and Treatments Are the Most Effective?

ﬁhile some general conclusions about the effects of programs can be
dr;wn, not all of the results across and even within evaluations are consis~
tent, and definitive conclusions regarding the possibility of positive
effects are hard to come by. A few elements of this problem have already
been considered: different aspects of a program's impact may show up over
the short run and long run, and conclusions about program impact are con-
strained by the selection of measurement instruments and by other methodo-
logical problems. But another, more complex issue must be considered as

i

well--program-child interaction. When evaluation analyses are sufficiently
sophisticated and the sample sufficiently large ﬁo allow it, general conclu-
sions usually must be qualified with sub-conclusions regarding-specific
program models or components, and specific categories of children (e;g., by
ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or geographical a;ea). Differences among
subgroups of the sample were apparent -even in the early Westinghouse étudy,
with significant gains by Head Start gradué&és showing up in some centers
but not others. Program planners and evaluators have long acknowledged--often
grudgingly, since it is difficult not to Hope for clear, uncompromised effects
--that the question 'Does the program work?" is naive, and must be replaced
with questions about which program components work in which ways with which
children, under which circumstances, with which staff, etc. Thus, while
optimism ran high when Head Start efforts were first mobilized, the failure
‘to find clear gains across the board has led to a replacement of that optimism

not with pessimism, but rather with a subdued realism about the complexity

of social intervention.

1 I3
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In the sense that no single program or approach has provided

a panacea for the problems of the disadvantaged, compensatory

education, as judged by the evaluative studies of the past

decade, might be declaTted a failure. Research in compensa-

tory instructional intervention has not provided a clear blue-

print or set of solutions, Nevertheless, a considerable reser-

voir of research and analyzed experience has provided better

insights iuto tlie nature of the problem, the alternatives \

possible, and the processes and relationships which seem promising.
-~ There appears to be a growing sophistication in the design and

implementation of programs. As Goldberg (1971) observes, some

of the early optimism has waned as programs derived from pet

theories proved only minimally successful, but there is now

renewed enthusiasm and vigor: "Today's thinking is more sober,

more cautious, recognizing the infinite complexity of the

problems and the futility of simple solutions (p. 88)." (Passow,

1974, pp. 171-172)

Complexity is easier acknowledged than dealt with, however. The design
and sampling problems are formidable and expensive to overcomé, and many
evaluators have had t6 struggle just to provide one.adequate control group
with which the program participants as a whole can be compared. Studies
of program/child interactions are especially difficult to carry out, and

it is almost impossible to avoid confounding variables. This section of

" the paper reviews findings pertaining to different structures or models

of intervention, with some attention to prograr/child interactions. For

the most part, however, child characteristics are considered in later sections.

Head Start

To determine which of various zurricula models have the greatest effects
on children, the Hz2ad Start Planned Variation effort (HSPV) was undertaken in
1969 by the Office of Child Development. As had been found with other Head
Start programs, participating children showed short term gains on certain
cognitive, linguistic, and perceptual-motor tests (Datta, 1975). Two kinds of
guestions have fremquently been raigsed regarding the differential effectiveness

of HSPV programs: 1) How do HSPV children fare in comparison to regular (non-
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Planned Variation) Head Start enrollees? 2) How do the different programs
within HSPV affect cihildren?

The first of the two questions is more easily answered, but generally
considered to be of less importance. The basic finding is SLat RSPV pro-
graﬁs lead to gains essentially equivalent to those associatédfwith regular

or non-sponsored:Head Start programs (Datta, 1975; Mann, et al., 1976; Smith,

- 1975; Weisberg, 1974). Weisberg notes that superiority of the HSPV programs

might have been expected, since they were allocated more money per child, and -
greater effort was made to insure that the educaticnal appiroaches were carried
out well. In contrast, Smith considers the question to be of little
importance, arguing that there are no apparent reasons, other than the money
differences, why the different HSPV programs taken as a whole should be more
effective than other Head Start programs. :

The more important question of individual HSPV model differences has
received considerably more attention. The answers are not conclusive, although
a general pattern of findings does emerge. Basically, no one program emerges
as the most cffective on all meazsur=s for all children (Datta, 1975; Mann, et

al., 19765 Smith, 1975; Weisberg, 1974). As Weisberg puts it, Head Start

programs are quite homogeneous in their ability to promote general co%/;tfve\\\\\\‘

development, and no one program is overall particularly effe

:ctive o-flncf- .
/
fective (pp. 294-295), or as$ Datta puts it, "within a wide.variety, one
curriculum is us good as (or as poor as) another" (p. 87).
Some differences betweer models can be found, however, for specific outcome
measures. That is, some programs, although not superior on the full range of

measures, did prove to be more effective than others on a few particular

measures. The differences generally favor "academically oriented" programs on
y prog
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measures of specific cognitive growth or academic skills, but not on
measures of general cognitive growth (Smith, 1973; Weisberg, 1974).

The question of differential progranm effecﬁiveness has not been answered
conclusively, then. Methodological weaknesses in the evaluation‘of prograns,
and in addition questions about how well program Modsls are actually imple-
mented, cloud the issue. Differences in models and in quality of implementation
have typically been confounded. Evidence for equality of effects of well-
implemented programs has been found, but so has evidence for specific effects
wof programs with particular emphases and objectives (Bissell, 1973). Datta
et al, (1976) argue, however, that the primary question of whether a giveh
program emphasis was more effective or merely better implemented cannot be
answered from the avajlable evidence (p. 655. In summary, the bulk of the
evidence to date faiié to support any HSPV program's claims to being substan-
tially more effective than any other.

In reviewing HSPV data, Smith (1975) concludes that there were no strong
or stable.interactions between pzrticular models and types of children, with
one excepticon--zn interaction between measures of competence and passivity
in children and the degree of "directiveress" in models. For two years,
children who scored higher in "competence" and lower in "passivity" fared
better in less directive models, and children who scored lower in "competence"

4 and higher in "passivity" fared better in more directive models.

A much mere extensive investigation of interactions between program/
teacher characteristics and child characteristics has boen reported, howeiver
(Latta et al., 1975). Many aspotts of teacher and progfam characteristics
were found to be related to gains by the children enrolled in Head Start

classrooms between 1966 and 1969. The broad categcTies exam ned were tecacher's

ERIC
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background, teacher's approach and program emphasis, teacher's behavior in
class, classroom activities, classroom equipment and materials, and classroom
atmosphere. The characteristics within these broad categories which were
ex#mined are too numerous to di§Cuss here, but these complex relationships
between teacher/program characteristics ahd child outcomes were summarized

as follows by the authors of thg report.

With regard to preschool achiwvement, 1in general children gained most

in classes where: the teacher was older; the teacher had less formal education
and experience; the teacher did not use physical control: there was high or
moderate emphasis on independence and self-care; there was high emphasis on
structured lessons; there was moderate emphasis on small groﬁp activities;
there was ample large muscle. equipment available but not excessively used;

there was high emphasis on art activities.

With regard to <cognitive ability, in general children gained most in
classes where: the teacher was older; there was moderate emphasis on small
group activities; there was low emphasis.on rote learning; the teacher did
not use physical control; there was high emphésis on independence and self-
care;'there was ample large muscle ecuipment which was not excessively useq;
there was moderate use of cognitive materials; despite the teacher's self-
report.1 low emphasis on language, language materials and activities were

frequently observed.

With repard tc learring abiiity, 1in general children gained most in

classes where: the teacher was older; there was a low emphasis on teacher's
socioemotional interact . .»; there was high ‘emphasis on struétured lessons;
there was low enmphasis on rote learning; there was low emphasis on verbal com-
munication; there was moderate emphasis on small group activities; there was

low emphasis on language and discrimiration learning tasks.

.
s
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With repard to social adjustment, in general children gained most in

classes where: the teacher had little formal education or previous exper-

ienco; there was high emphasis on independence and self-care; there was high

emphasis on child socialization; there was a high level of teacher continuity
and a low pupil/teacher ratio (Datta, McHale & Mitchell, 1976, pp. 53-54).
Intgractions between specific program characteristics and chiid charac-
teristics were also examined, and again the findings are too numerous and
complex to present heré. They are summariZed by Datta et al., as follows:

The findings suggest that there méy be two constellations
of program variables which are differentially effactive for
different groups of children.

The first cluster includes program elements related to the
orderliness and structure of the total emwironment of the Head
Start center, Specifically, these elements include: high quality
facilities (as reflected in the availcbility of expensive large
muscle equipment); 1low pupil/teacher ratios; high teacher—
continuity: ard moderate to strong program emphases (including
academic emphases). This program cluster secems to be especially
beneficial for children who begin Head Start with a relatively
low pretest 1Q (below 85), children who are older, and children
from both urban and non-urban areas.

The second cluster includes prc¢,ram elements more related to
the social and interpersonal climate of the class. These include:
teacher's use of non-physical methods of control; moderate,
socially-oriented program emphases (on independence, self-care
and socialization); a stable classroom atuosphere characterized
by high teacher continuity, low pupil/teacher ratios and low
pupil turnover rate; and more frequent use of dramatic (role
playing) activities. Children who especially benefit from these
program/teacher inputs ha* high prerest 1Q's relative to their
Head Start counterparts, entered Head Start at an earlier age
(under five years) and tended to live in urban areas (pp. 59-60).

The issue of structured versus non-structured programs has received
.considerable consideration from evaluators of Head Start and other preschbol
programs. Naturally, different definitions of structure can be found. For

the most part, however, these various definitions correspond te White's:

-
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In summary, high structure describes a situation iﬁ\ﬁhich both
teacher ard child roles are prescribed by project planncrs. Low
structure describes a situation in which neither teacher nor .
child roles are prescribed. Mixed or median structure corres-
ponds to alternating periods of high and low structure, or to a
situation in which both the child and the teacher are free to
act within prescribed motor activities (1973, p. 124).

It is important to bear ir mind, however, that even programs at different
ends of thé.structured/non-structured continuum may be similar in othé;_
respects. Miller and Dyer (1975) point out,~for instance, that most programs,
regardiess of their ‘degrees of structure, operate on the assumption that
there is a culture of poverty different from the middle class_enviroﬁmént}
and consequently are based on environmental deficit models. ~ihé differences
in structure relate to the different aspects of the doficit which are
emphasized--e.g., deficits in language interaction versus deficits in
affection and approval.

A general finding which holds up across many program evaluations is
that the most structured\engrams lead tc¢ the largest gains by children
(Bissell, 1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Horowitz & Paden, 1973; Karnes,

1973; Miller & Dyer, 1975; Palmer, 1576; Ryan, 1974; White,_1973).

This general fipding‘is subject to qualifications, however. As indicated
above, stvucture is d:fined differently across studies. The gains asso-
ciated with highly structured curricula appear to be more substantial for
the most disadvantaged ang younger children (Bissell, 1973; Datta,.et al.,
1976; Bronfenbrenner, 1974: Karnes, 1973). As with all prggrams, the :
effects of highly structured programs may appear only in selected domains of
develupment. Bissell (1973) draws the conclusion that highly structured

experiences for aisadvantaged children are more effective in producing cogni-

tive gains than programs with low degrees of structure.
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The pessibilicty of negative side-effects of highly-structured programs
has also been raised. Bronfenbrenner (1974) questions whether structured,
cognitively oriented approaches may promote passive, inflexible learning
styles that are not as well-suited to upper grade levels as are more independent
problem-solving styles. Miller and Dyer (1975) also raise the(possibility of
"negative transfer", citing evidence ef a depr.ssing effect of structured
programs on curiosity and inventiveness.. They suggest that it is inadvisable
to separate cognitive and noncognitive skills in designing curricula., Other
evidence has been presented, hqwever, that highiy structured programs can
produce good work habits for later school expériences, and enhance social
functioning and attitudes (Karnes, 1973).

Programs which are highly structured in another sense--good administration
and staff management--have élso been found to be more effective than nore
lcosely structured programs (White, 1973). White sees consistency in striving
toward defined objectives as a key element in a program's success, and sug-
gests that good staff planning efforts and commitment are a necessary base
for such consistency.

In summary, we are left with a mixed picture of the differential effective-

. ness of preschool models and curricula. No single approach or set of approaches

emerges as clearly superior over the short and long run for all d;Sadvantaged
children. At the same tinme, prograhs often are more effective than others in
producing gains in areas on which they place heavy emphasis. Furthermore,

some children appear to benefit more than others from certain teacher/program
inputs, Running through this pattern is the dimension of o-panization and

structure, with its Various.definifions: Programs that ave highly structured,
both in terms of staff planning and ranagenent, and control over the teacher-

child interaction, tend to be more effective in meeting their stated objectives.



Many questions remain to be resolved, however. In addition to questions about

! -

the broader effects (both positive and negative) of various models, there is
the question of the 2ffects of Zifferent models than those that kave been
investigated thus far., Miller & Dyer (1975) point out, for instance, that
while programs have incorporated some of the characteristic features of middle-
class life (e.g., toys, b.cks, games), no formal programs have tried to
incorporate the more subtle features of middle-class homes, such as the power
relaticaships and interactionai”;;fterns (p. 133).°
Also remaining is the larger question of whether clear interpretations

. of findings pertaining to mddel differences will ever be possible., Datta,
McHale & Mitchell (1976) stress the need to go beyond global assessments of
models and child outcomes, to undertake fine-g. .ined analyses of the inter-
actions petwqen teacher/program characteristit§ anduchilg‘characteristics, as
they figure in children's developmental gains, White‘(i§73) and Miller and
Dyer (1975) also undersgpre the importance of determining the effectiveness of
more than just broad clusters of teacher and program variﬁgles. It is possible
that studies coiparing whole model proérams nay not ever produce much infor-
mation about the effective coumponents of the programs (Miller & Dyer, 1975,
P. 134). These investigators rccommend moving toward miniprograms designed
for research purposes, and simpler than the typiczl curriculum model studied thus

far.,

Cause-effect questions about educational treatnent dimensions

can only be answered, we believe, by a research strategy which

involves the implementatiecn in actual classrooms of experimental

situatiocns designed to provide adequate control over program

components not under study, such as sequence, content, format,

and materials. Such stvdies ill also require careful definition
n and continual monitoring of the independent variables in order

to insure that levels of techniques remain high and to determine

the extent to which they are being applied to individual children;
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they must also include frequent monitoring of the kinds of
changes that take place in children as ti.ce-ments operate over
a period of time (Miller & Dyer, 1975, p. 135).

Follow Th.:ough

The same gencral pattern of resuits that we saw in Head Start Planned
Variation obtains also for Follow Ihrough. While the models séonsored are
clearly different (Passow, 1974), no particular programs consistently out-
perform the others (Cohen, 1975), with the exception of the Direct Instruction
Model. Some programs have appeared to be superior to others, but the gains
produced generally have not proved consistent from one year to the next. AS
is the case with preschool programs, interpretations of Follow Through impact
are complicated by the uneven pattern of results that shows up across dif-
ferent outcome measures. Some degree of match between the objectives of
individual programs and velopmeutal outcomes has been reported (Bissell,
19747, As with HSPV, there is evidence that more structu?ed models have
the greatest effects on achievement test scores (Bissell, 1973; Bronfen-
brenror, 1974; McDaniels, 1975; Abt IVA, 1977; Haney, 1977). It is diffi-
cult to select measures, of course, that can be applied to such diverse
program., and some sponscrs of relatively iﬁeffective models have objected
that negative resuts reflect tﬁé inappropriateness of the measures, rather
than failures of the programs (e.g., see Haney, 1977). It has also been argued
that non-structured models have been more difficult to implement than struc-
tured models (Cphen, 1975). At any rate, the effectiveness of the various
types of models, which have been categorized as basic skills models, cognitive
conceptual skills models, and affective/cognitive models, have veen judge&

as follows (Abt IVA, 1977):




Groups of disadvantaged children served by Follow Through models
that give primary emphasis to basic skills training have tended
to score higher on basic skills tests than have groups served

by models with other emphases.

No type of model was notably more successful then the others in
raising scores on cognitive conceptual skills.

On the whole, children served by basic skills rudels scored at
least as well on tests of self-esteem and achievement responsi-
bility as have children in models that aim directly to develop
these outcomes...The improved basic-skills scores, where they
have been achieved, do not seem to have been bought at the
price of reduced scores in the domain of feelings and motiva-
tions (pp. 3-4),

Additional data are available from a recent report.(Stebbins, et al.,
1976} on evaluations of 14 Follow Through models, which for the most part
confirm the above picture of inconsistent and unsubstantiated differences
between models. The findings are too complex to present fully in this

|
Teview, since the results within each modbl can and usually o differ across

cohorts of children, sites at which the model is implemented, and outcome

Mmeasures.

No model has shown itself to be powerful enough to raise test
scores everywhere it has been tried. The most successful
models had unsuccessful sites. Some of the least successful
models had sites in which positive effects predominated

(abt 1VA, 1977, p. 2),

Bri.efly, however, the fihd{ﬁéé can be described as follows, drawing on

the data preseated by Stebbins, et al., 1976. Two models show especially

'negative results: the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model, and the EDC

Open Education Follow Through Program. Four models show mixed results, but
tending more toward the negative side: the Tucson Early ﬁducation Model, the
Individualized Early Leérning Program, tie Interdependent Learning Model, and
the Home School Partnership Mndel. Five models show mixed énd inconclusive

results: the Pesponsive Education Model, the Bank Street Model, the Behavior
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Analysis Nodel,3 the Self-Sponsored Model, and the Language Development
(Bilingual Education) Approach (SEDL). Two models show mixed results, leaning
more toward the positive side: the Florida Parent Education Model, and the
California Process Model. Finally, only one model comes across as predomi-
nantly effective across cohorts, sites, and categories of outcome measures:
the Direct Instruction Model, University of Oregon College of Education, a
basic skills model,
The implications of the above findings are not clear, however. They
are based on only four standard outcome measures: the Metropolitan Achievement
Test, the Ravens Coloured Progressive Matrices, the Intellectual Achievement
Responsibility Scale, and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory.
Haney (1977) reports that:
The 1972-73 review panel acknowledged that the limited reliance
of the evaluation on only those four outcomes would leave
"unanswered many questions about children's learning ability,"
but the technical inadequacies of other test -instruments led
the panel to recommnend only [phese four test§7'for the final
assessment at the end of third graue (pp. 175-176),

Haney argues further that:

the findings are quite limited and leave open a host of pro-
cess questions. Why do these apparent differences turn up?

Do the apparent differences in classroom practice and student
test scores result from sponsor model implementation or per-
haps from the differential selectjon of teachers to work with
'different sponsors? Do the apparently higher test scores of
children in classes associated with more structured sponsor
models reprecsert more learning or could they result merely from
more practice with achievement tests? (p. 167)

3Stcbbins et al. presented only interim fin'_ngs for the Follow Through
Cohort III children. Hore favorable results for the Behavior Analysis Model

are now indicated for Cohort III. Haney (1977, p. 166) reports that the
Behavior Analysis Model, like the Direct Instruction Model, tends to have
increased scores on achievernent tests.
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Home Start

Models of intervention have not becn systematically varied within the
Home Start program, as they have been within Head Start and Foll w Through,
so no findings are available. A general comparison of Home Start and Head
Start programs was undertaken, however. For the most part, the two programs
proved to be equclly effective, both for parents and for children. While
some differences were fouﬁd favoring Head Start, and some favoring Homne
Start, for most of the variables there were no differences in the effects of
the two programs (Love et al., 1976),.

In addition, love et al, report'findings pertaining to the amount of time
spent during a home visit on—particular components.. They found no significant
relationship between the amount of time spent on a specific program objective
and the corresponding parent and child outcomes. For instance, home visitors
who concentrated.more on school readiness did not achieve greater gains in
this area of child development than home visitors who spent less time working
on this objective. While this variation is certainly not on the same scale as
the model variations employed in Head Statrt and Follow Through, it does bring
to mind the failure in those programs to find consistent outcome differences
relating to differences in objeciives.,

Findihgs relating to program differences are available for home-based
programs other than Home Start (Hess, 1976). 1In reviewing a numbér ot such
programs, Hess concludes that some definitely produce greater changes than
others. He is unable to account for the major factors behind these differences,
however. Five features of parent participation which he selected as potentially
related to the degree of program impact on children, turned out to be only
modestly related to the magnitude of effects, and failed to account for the

large differences among the programs- (p. 6). -
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Television Prosrams

Again, model differences have not been systematically manipulated. The
effects of viewing '"Sesame ftreet" at home have been compared with the effects
of viewing the program at school in the classroom. Children at home benefitted
as much as and in some cases more from the program than children viewing at
school (Ball & Bogatz, 1970). This difference might relate to several factors,
of course, and there is no way to pin them down using the available data. For
. instance, chiidren simply may have been able to cencentrate more in the home
setting., Interactions between the child and parent, and the child and teacher
may also be contributing factors. Ball and Bogatz found that while some
teachers thought the in-class viewing was a worthwhile school activity, others
considered it an infringement on more valuable school activitiqs. These nega-
tive attitudes may have been associated with an unwillingness on the teacher's
part to capitalize on the material presented,

One of the few variations attempEQQ in "The Electric Company" was viewing
the program in black and white versus viewing it in color. No difference in

the children's achievement was found,

‘The Handicapped Children's Earlv Education Program

As was the case with Head Start and Follow Through, HCEEP programs reborting
a structured curriculum appeared to produce more positive effects than non-
structured prozrams (Stock, et al., 1976).

Less interpretable is the finding that the observed impact was greater for
medium cost programs ($942 per child to 21,340 per child) than for either lower
or higher cost programs (3350 to $820 per child, and $1,542 to $4,112 per child,

respectively). Also confusing is evidence concerning the child-staff ratios



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

of the various programs. In one outcome area (personal-social) higher staff-
child ratios (8.7 to 15.5 children per contact person) were associated with
greater gains than medium and low ratios (4.8 to 6.8 children and 2.1 to

4.6 children, respectively). 1In the other four outcome areas measured,
programs with mediur child=-staff ratios fared better than either high ratio

programs or low ratio programs.

Day Carc

General findings concerning the effects of day care experiences have
been presented in earlier sections cf this paper. Such generalizations are
misleading, however, to the extent that they disguisc the different forms
and styles of care given to young children whose own parents.cannot care for
them during some part of the day. As Meyer (1977) points out, for instance:

.+sthere is nothing inherent in day care programs thaut can harm
or help children. Day care is a convenient label which
encompasses a number of different programs, programs that
probably generate differences in children (p. 19).

Furthermore, most of the available research on day care examines out-
comes of individual model day care centers, 2.1l does not compare. the
effectivenesy of 2lternaotive forms of care. ﬁithin their list of.unrcsearchéd
issues in day cére, Bronfenbrenner, et al. (1976, p. 15) include attention
to the nature and differential impact of variations such as: high quality vs,
poor quality care; center care vs. family day care vs. care in own home
(by relatives vs. nonrelatives); part-tiﬁe vs. full~time care; and custodial
vs. developmental day care. Other variations of substantizl interest, but
also essentially unresearched, are high vs. low ratios of carepivers to chil-~-

dren, and structured vs. unstructured programs.-

Center care vs. family day care. Family day care typically involves

fria}
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care for a relatively small number of childrcn (but a greater mix of ages
relative to center care) in the caregiver's home, in the child's own neigh-
borhood (Meyver, 1977). The comprehiensive services (e.g., health, welfare,
educational) that are sometimes delivered through large centers, are not found
in day care homes, unless they are affiliated witn larger programs.

In reviewing the very small amount of research relevant to this variation
in structure, Meyer concludes tentatively that children in family day care
are less likely than those in larger centers to be overactive and aggressive,
and more likely to have higher scores on cognitive tests. He also points out
that family day care programs are.characterized by smaller child/staff ratios,
and greater adult contrgl of the child's activities, although causal links
between such factors and chilcd outcomes have not teen firmly established.
The greater adult control (i:e., more negative sanctions) is connected with
‘the greater number of opportunities that a child in a private home has to play
with forbidden objects. (In contrast, da; care centers usually contain mostly
child-appropriate materials and objeéts?.

While family day care can be recommended to parents who are lcoking for
a form of care which more closely resembles the kind of care given in their
own homes, Meyer concludes that the 2:/idence is "still insufficient to estimate
whether center care is harmful relative to family care. At this time any such

conclusion is unwarranted and indefensible" (p. 59).

Depree of structure. Few studies have directly compared the effects of

different levels of structure, so findings have to be gleaned from separate
studies of different kinds of day care settings. The evidence suggests to
Meyer (1977) that group settings in which children are "controlled largely

by negative sanctioning and fairly rigid structuring of the environment" may
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prcduce a high level of dependency in preschool children (but not ;n infants
and teddlers). Similarly, Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) review evidence
that children in structurcd programs are higher on measures of obedience, but
lower on measures of physical activity, sbontaneity, and creativity than
children in unstructured or open structured programs. OR the other hand,

cognitive gains have been found in a small number of studies of "highly
structured, cognitively oriented day care environment§ f;; children from
presumably less favorable environments" (Ricciuti, 1976).

At the other extreme, programs with little or no adult control appear to
hinder the child's learning of appropriate behaviors and responsibilities
(Meyer, 1977). Furthermore, there is evidence that children in unstructured
programﬁ are more agguressive and hyperactive (but also mey show higher levels

of "positive" behavior). Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) note that the effects

of the degree of s.ructure in a day care environment may vary from child io

child, and that a highly structured environment might be oppressive £o an

active child, but beneficial to a passive child, Also, they point out that
teacher characteristics are likely to be confounded with degrees of structure.

Child/staff ratios. Most recommendations concerning the ratio of chil-

dren to staff in day care prograns have been based cn common sense, and con~
siderations of order, discipline, and safety, Ther2 is no question that with
too large a number of young children, it is difficult {or a caregiver simply
to maintain order, much less organize any kind of coherent educational or
social experiences. We have little hard evidence, however, documenting the
actual effects on children of different levgls of child/staff ratios, and
virtually none relating to jasting ecffects. Long-term effeccts have not been

observed except in studies of chilaren institutionalized in settings character-

ized by extremely large child-caregiver ratios and minimal stimulation. Even

-
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these effects appear ;o be reversible, providing that the child is moved to a
mere satisfactory environment (Meyer, 1977).

The effectiveness of a particular child/stafFf ratio is modified by a
number of factors, such as the physical acrangemnent of the day care facili—.
ties, the experience and qualities of the carogivns:s,4 characteristiecs cf
the child (e.g., age, physical status, temperament), the goals of the prograii,
and the social structure among the children and caregivers. Thus, while most
day care researéhers oppose extrenely highratios (and insist on lower ratios
for younger children) they are reluctant to endorse rigid regulations that
specify exact ratios without concern for the myriad of factors that can.affect
the impact of such ratios.

Arguments that high child/staff ratios are harmful to development appear
to be more persuasive with respect to infants than to older children (Kagan,
1976; Meyer, 1977). There is little direct evidence available, however. In
examining the "consistencies that occur over diverse studies'", in lieu of.
such direct evidence, Meyer concludes that in programs with low child/staff
ratios (e.g., 2/1 to 4/1), children are quieter and less aggressive, and score
higher on standardized tests. Some data indicate the possibility that lower
levels of adult-child verbalizations and interactions may occur with high
child/staff ratios, but there is no evidence that such patterns last over the
long term, or that underlying linguistic and social competence is affected.

Meyer emphasizes the need to distinguish betwesn the ratio of children to

staff in small, cohesive subgroups within a day care center, and the ratio

of all children to all staff in the center.

— ——

4For instance, Meyer (1977, p. 63) makes the following point: "Is a trained
specialist worth more to the children than say two partially trained caregivers?
I dogbt that there is a clear answer...the ratio of professionals to lay pcople

is probably a function of the number of children in the center, the administia~
tive/organization of the center, and the physical layout of the center.”
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For example, a ratio of 5/1 means five children working with a
single, and relatively constant, caregiver. A ratio of 50/10
also is a 5/1 ratio, but it does nct define the working or
pperational group. Thus, in a 50/10 plan a few children will
receive considerable care and some children will receive more.
The size of the actual ratio can vary considerably depending
upon children's age, the physical setting, and program philosophy.
But, if the ratio is to have meaning, it seems necessary to
define it in terms of actual caregiver/child contact rather
than an abstraction derived from the number of caregivers

and children (p. 4).

Custodial vs. developmental care. Some day care settings offer nothing

more than custodial care for the children of parents who cannot care for them
during the day, typically because both (or the only parent) are working. It
is difficult to specify precisely when care stops being custodial and becomes
devel opmental. The issue itself is often the focus of emotionally charged
arguments between those whe stress day care as an economical service for
working parents and those who stress day care as a means of facilitating

the child's development. At any rate, the term custodial care is typically
used to describe programs that provide shelter, supervision, and possibly food
(often suppiied by the parents), but not special health, nutriticn, educational,
vsychoiogical, and social services. While feﬁ experts and lay persons argue
against the need for such things as addquate nutrition, there is consideraﬁly
less agreement on the value of educational components in day coare programs for
young children,

On the one hand, some benefits (a; least over the short term) of educa-
tional programs for infants and young children, especially those characterized
as high-risk, have been demonstrated in various studies reviewed in the first
section of this paper. On the other hand, there is ns evidence that a formral
educational component is a necessary ingredient of a high quality day care

program for infants and young children. For imstance, Ricciuti (1976) empha~

A
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sizes the importance of "opportunities for significant learning experiences,"
but argues that they are more effective if percep;ive caregivers capitalizé on
them as they occur naturally in the course of the infant's or young child's
play and interactions. A set of prescribed learning activities, in contrast,
is not as likely to mesh with the level and timing of the child's own cogni-
tive needs. Meyer (1977) carries this line of thought a step further, and
argues that a formal educational program, especially if poorly aﬁd'insénsitivelv
managed, covld be harmful to rhe young child's cognitive and social development.
(Insensitive didactic techhiques which discourage spontaneity, creativity, and
curiosity can be used with or without a formal educational curricitlum, of
course, so "non-educational" programs are not automatically exempted from this
same caveat.,) In the absence of data which clearly suppert either position
—-that formal ecucational coiponents in day care are usSeful or ara harmful--
Meyer adopts the viewpoint that "a.program that does not offer a formalized
educational program is not by definition harmful" (p. 53).

Another important_i§pect of .developmental or comprehensive child care
is the provision of welfare servic2s. The issue will be briefly consi&ered in

the later section on parent involvement,
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Section 5. Assessing the Implcmcntatiqn of Programs:
A Problen in Understanding Progran Impact

Head Start and Follow Through -

The preceding section reviewed research comparing differcont models of
interventicn. As program evaluations have often pointed out, howevcr, the

actual treatments which are examined in such studies are the impleimentations

o. odels, rather than the models themselves (Miller & Dyer, 1%75). Unfor-
tunately, differences between the strategies prescribed by models and dif-
ferences in the degree to which the models are implemented have been con-
founded in many evaluations (Bissell, 1973, Cohen, 1975: Rivlin & Timpane,
1975; Smith, 1975). Thus the findings are difficult to interpret. If one
model appears more effective than another, is it due to the prescribed dif-
ferences between curricula, teaching styles, etc., or because the one was
more fully implemented than the other? If, on the other hand, no differences
are found, is it because the.models are equally effective (or ineffective),
or again becaus= the prescribed strategies were never fully implemented?

With respect to the wulk of preschool prdgrams throughout the country,
comparative evaluations are especially problematic. Most preschools }ack
explicitly stated rationales, objectives,.and techniques, and their practices
typically vary from year to year (White, 1973). Obviously we cannot determine
how well a model is implemented if we do not know what the model is supposed

to look like in the first place.

In the Planned Variation effort, however, program objectives and strate~
gies were more clearly stated and distinguishable. There is evidence that to
éggg extent intervention was carried out as intended. Measures of implementa-

tion, in the form of ratings by progran sponsors and observations of class-

o
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rooms, irdicated that models werse being implemented along the lines envisioned
by the sponsors (Bissell, 1973; Tlukas, 1975; Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974),
(n the otter hand, serious questions about the irplementation of HSPV and

:2'ow Through programs have been raised.

»

.++to say that Follow Through sponsor models have been imple-~
mented overstatoes the evidence if for no other reason that the
fact that none ofF the sponsors' models has been so w»l! spuci-

fied as to allow determination of full "treatment implewentation,”
So although they are intriguing, the findings from the classroon
observation studies leave us far short of knowing the nature of
actual Follow Through "treatments" (Haney, 1977, pp.-165-166).

Some programs appeared to be implemented to a greater degree than others,
and, in particular, highly structured models whose methods were more ecasily
specified, might have been more effectively implemented (Bissell, 1973;'
Lukas, 1975). Furthermore, variations in the implementation of the same
mod21l from one site to another must be reckoned with (lukas, 1975; White, 1973,)

The first attempts to implement a model can be expected to present special
problems. In the case of Follow Through, many sponsors from research and
teaching institutions were trying for the first time to translate abstract
ideas or lab school practices into public classroom activities (Stebbins, 1976),.
Most evaluators considered the data from the first couple of years of HSPV and
Follow Through to be suspect, because of such early problems in implementation

P -
(Bissell, 1973; McDaniels, 1975; Rivlin & Timpane, 1975). This problem was
not a surpPrise to the planners of the Planned Variation effort:
It was realized that the sponsors would need time to get their
programs going, and that sose sponsors might take longer than
others to transfer their models to particular sites. It was
assumed, however, that all\models would be fully implemented
by the third year of the study (lukas, 1975, p. 114).

.. However, the implemencation process may not be as nuch a function of timc

as originally_conCuived by some. Lukas rteports that comparisons of 1lst and
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2nd year sites of HSPV showed no relation between the length of narticipation
and the ratings of implementaticn., This failure to find an orderly increase
in implementation with time should not be surprising, however, considering
the number and complexity of factors which can affect the implementatidn of

a model., “See Lukas, 1975, for an extensive discussion of variation in
impleme¢ntation)., Such factors include the'adequacy of the facilities and
materials, the degree of stability in the administration and‘staff of pro-
grams, and the nature of the working relationship between sponsors and staff
(Bisgell, 1973). As Lukas {(1975) sums up: "Implementation varies...because,
quite simply, it dépends on a large number of people" (p. 120). Perhaps

the most important of the various contributors, however, are the teachers; thei
characteristics, prior experiences, attitudes, and training are potential
sources of variation in attempts to implement models. Some models more than
otheis may require substantial changes in the teaéher's classrocm behavior,
and that in turn may require censiderably more extcnsiQe training than is
typically provided by the model sponsors (Bissell, 1973; Rivlin & Timpane,
1975).

The most serious problem relating to implementation is not that wvariations
occur across models ard sites (indeed Lukas, 1975, argues that variation in
impiementation is irevitable and that it is unrealistic to expect all treat-
ments ‘to evaentually reach full implementation) but that levels of implementation
are difficult to measure. Some efforts to monitor the extent to which the
implemented programs confori2d te¢ the oripginal models have besn found lacking
(Cohen, 1975; Stevenson, 1975) and even *crude” (Rivlin & Timpane, 1975),
Basically, too nuch reliance was placed on simple ratings Dy teacﬁfrs and

sbonsors, and it became apparent after the data were collected that different

Tee .
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raters used different criteria, so that cross-model comparisons were meaning-
less (Cohen, 19753 Lukas, 1975). As Cohen points out: "EvaluatorS...
discovered that they could not interpret what 'well-implemented® on these
lists actually meant' (p. 160). In one analysis of sponsors' ratings of
their model's implementation, the "pleasantness":of a site (as reflected in
level of intrastaff friction, rapport between the administratibn and the
staff, and the adequacy of the physical plant) appeared to influence sponsors®
ratings more than did such factors as teacher characteristics.

‘ More sophisticated efforts to monitor implementation with observational
techniques have been undertaken {e.g., Miller & Dyer, 1975; Stallings &
Kaskowitz, 1974), but even these studies éannot escape the basic problem

that the models themselves are complex and not easily defined (Cohen, 1975),
At any rate, all evaluatorsvseem to agree that more attention must be given to
problems of implementation in future studies. Smith (1975) explains how con-
trasting contreiled expériments and less-controlled field experiments could

be used to assess the influence of implementation problems on program-effects}
Lukas (1975) suggests that program evaluators rmight set criterion levels of
implemeﬁtation which are ;cceptable for the treatment, and analyze effects.
only in cases that exceed the indicated level. Finally, Lukas argues that
implementatioq should be dealt with not just as a confounded variable to be
controlled or eliminated, but as the subject of research: Just as we need

to know which models are more effective, we need to knos which ones can be

easily and successful’y implemented, why they can be, and how they can be.

Home Start

Since Home Start was not designed as a systematic comparison of different

models of hore-bascd intervention, the problems of implementation are différent,

O
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and perhaps less disruptive to interpreting finqings, thaﬁ those discussed
above with regard to HSPV and Follow Through. It is still important to study
the implementation of the program, howevei, in order to obtain an accurate
picture of the treatments which actually zccounted Zor the effects of the
program, and in turn to precvide more effective intervention strategies for
future programs.

The final report on Home Start presented findings concerning the imple-
mentation of the Home Start projects (Love, et al., 1976). Signi ficant varia-

tions within and across projects were noted in a number of areas. Some

families received more frequent visits than others (as a result of, C.g.; emer-

- gencies or illnesses) and home visitors spent different amounts of time on

the various child activities, Similarly, some fa%ilies participated in group
activities more than othe% families. The number of families enrolled (and the
per family costs) varied from project to project, ranging from 63 to 86
families, and $1,325 yearly per family to $2,505. Related to these cost
variations were variations across projects in the number of specialists employed
in various service delivery areas (e.g., Specci therapist, educational thera-
pist, nutritionist, social service coordinator; nurse), In addition, in-home
supervision of home visitors, considered critical to the home-based program;

was provided at only a minimal level in some projects, primarily because the
necessary supervisory staff was not awvailable.

Specific problems in the provision of services were also noted in the
final report. Home visitors who had resnonsibility for more than 13 families
vere unable to visit families as frequently and regularly as visitors with
lighter assignments, resulting in declinecs in measures of child developnent

(school readiness and language development). The evaluators also reported

~
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that home visitors with children of their own visited families less fre-
quently than visitors with no children at home.

The age of the home visitor and the length of time she had been employed
in the project appeared to inflLence the focus and content of her home visit.
Older visitors spent mcre time on the child, and less on educaﬁing the parent
about the child. On the other hanq, the longer a visitor had been with the
project, the more time she spent educating the parent, which is in line with
the Home Start objective of emphasizing the parent as educator of her own
children.

Contrary to what might have been expected, it did not appear that the
availabilify of a specialist within a project had an impact on the amount of
time spent on partitular content areas during home visits. Thus, health was

actually ermphasized in home visits to a similar extent across projects with

or without health specialists,
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Section 6, Parent Involvement: Does It Increase
B a Program's Effects on Children?

Head Start and Home Start

Parent involvement has been widely touted as a key ingredient in compen-

satory education (e.g., Datta, et al., 1976; Karnes, 1973; Passgw, 1974
| Ryan, 1974), and has been an integral component of the Head Start effort

(Mendelsohn, 1970), Parents' efforts to extend remedial activities tc the
home héve been credited with increasing the magnitude and duration of devel-
opmental gains produced by Head Start classroom experiences (Mann, et al.,
1976; White, 1973; Zigler, 1973). T

Norietheless, we still do not have a clear understanding of the extent
to which and the ways in which parent participation in intervention programs
augment their impact on children. As with most variables, there are many
diverse kinds of parent involvement, and the c;usal process is complex, with
a wide range of parent/program/child interactions occurring. Also,
again as with most variables, methodological problems abound, probably the most
common being that groups of parents who differéd in their degree of involve-
ment, also differed even prior to the program in many other respects. Thuﬁ,
it is not clear whether any differences which show up in child effects
are attributable to the different patterns of parent involvement, or to
other differences in family and parent characteristics and parent-child
reiationships.

Scattered observations and findings'are available from program evalua-
tions, and from them a tentative sketch of sgme of the elements of parent
involvement can be drawn (with an erphasis on the "tentative"), The critical

factor appears to be establishing some kind of change in the parent's behavior
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that will carry ovey ti the parent's interactions with the child and other
members of the family. Thus, parent education projects, which emphasize
traditional classroom techniques of providing the parent with information,
do not appear to be as effective in producing gains in the child's development,
as do barent training projects, which emphasize the development of new parental
skills (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Nhite,'1973). Modes of parent involvement that
attribute a greater sense of importancé and responsibility to the parental
role appear to be most effective, even though the specific nature of the
involvement may differ. White (1973) found that, within parent traihing pro-
grams,- one curriculum did not seem significantly better than another, and
professional teachers and social workers were no more effective in training
parents than paraprofessionals. Parent participation, both in decision-making
roles and in learner roles has been found to be associated with gains in
child development reasures, according to a 1972 study by MIDCO Educational
Associates, and the extent of participation was more important than the type
of particiggtion. (See Mann, et al., 1976, for a summary of their findings).
In reviewing findings concerning parent involverient in intervention projects,
Bronfénbrenner (1974, p. 34) argues that "a home-based program is effectiye
to the extent that the target of intervention is neither the child nor the
parent, but the parent-chiid system."™ 1In line with this,fhe concludes that
the younger the child is when parent intervention is initiated, the more
substantial the gains that will accrue; parent interventio:. delayed until
the v:me the child is school-aged doecs not apnear to produce comparable gains.
Bronfenbrenner also cites cvidence that when home visits and preschool

programs are corbined in certain-ways, the effectiveness of the parent

involvement mipght be undermined, perhaps because the parent's responsibility
and status are diminished and overshadowed by the preschool grogran. Others

have reported, however, that combination home-and center-based progrars can be

l. vj‘
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effective (lazar, et al., 1977). Much more résearch in this area is needed before
the effects of such complex family/institution interactions can be understood,

An advantage of involving parents in the intervention process is ﬁhat
benefits have shown up in younger siblings of the children actually enrolled
in the program. Bronfenbrenner suggests that the effectiveness of this
strategy would be magnified if fathers and other family members were invdlved,
although so far most projects have worked exclusivély with mothers (White,
1973).

Parent involvement was the essence of the Homé Start program, whose
major goal was to enhance the mother's skills in dealing with her children
at home. As indicated previously, the program tas effectiveAin producing
short-term gains on a variety of measures, and Home Start and Head Start were
judged to be equally cffective (Love, et al., 1976)., The evaluacion of this
program also showed tpat the dynamics of parent involvement defy easy descrip-
tion. Even though some home visitors spent significantly more time than
others on educating the parent (rather than the child directly) they did not
have a greater irpact én either the parents o.  the children. The progran
evaluators pointed out the possibility that greater gains due to this added
attention to the parent might show up over the long term, but no follow-up
assessrment was undertaken.5 As with most other propgrams, few fathers were
involved in the home visits, even though efforts werec made to involve them.

In his review of home-based programs, Hess (1976) examined five features
of parent involvement, and found that while they did not account for the

large differences apparent among the programs, sone relationships were dis-

5

A follow-up study of these Home Start families is being undertaken in
1977.
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cernible betwecn particular features and the impact of the program on chil-.
dren. The more a program concentrated on parents, the more substantial the
IQ gains by the children, with one-to-one teacher/parent relationships being
more effective than group teaching situations. Home visits were particularly
effective, While no relatiorship wai: found between the type of curriculum
used by the parents (e.g., verbal interaction vs. sensori-motor) and the
magnitude of effects, more structured‘activities were ;ore effective than
less struntured activities, The techniques used to train parents were rated

according to degree of specificity, however, and no relationship with impact

was found.

Follow Through

Parents have also “ren involved in decision-making and day-to-uuy opera-

tions in Follow Throug:. Jirterviews with parents showed a number-ef- positive

\
effects on parents’ .wutenes: of and attitudes toward their children®s
development, activit.zs A:r 7  chool prog:ess, as compared with non-Inllow Through

parznts (Bronfenbre.acr, L6770, Again, howevrr, differences between Follow
Thiough ard control .. :r.5 can nct necessatiiy be attributed to program-
related factors (e.g., the groups may haw« “iffered in education and otheri
background :..:tors). Factors devéloped £zcn 197% Parent Interviews included:
parents' percention that school helped ch'"7:en; parenlt*s perception that
child was developing socioemotional®v: parent's participatici in Parent
Advisory Council; frequency of parerral visits to school; amount of parent-
chilg interaction relating to school topics; and satisfaction with teacher
(Stebbins, et al., 1975)., These and the other factors identified were con-~

ceptually combined into four c"usters of factors: oprivnal factors, involvement

factors, satisfaction factors, 2nd parent locus (p. A-30). Follow Througt
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models differed in their scores on these clusters, as was to be expected since
their approaches diffese: according to the role attributed to the parent in

the intervention stratzgy. Comparisons across models are difficult to make,

 however, since niodel: differ on a multitude of factors other than those

relating to parentsl involvement, and within each model and site, reseapch
design does not aliow -onclusions about causal relationships between parental
involvement and ci:ilazzn's perfe:.cavze on outcome measures. Furthermore,
parents' attitudas aud involver int, as reflected on the various parent factors,
do not necessarily coincide w:v1 specified model intentions regarding the
parertal role. Coi:ider t.o» models which particularly stressed the parent's
role in the educational p:icess: the Florida Parent Education Model and the
Home-School Partnership *udel. The former model showed high levels of PAC
participaticn, parent-rii1d interaction, school receptivity, and several other
factors. Th~ i%me-School Partnarship Model, on the other hand, did not producc
high levels ¢f parent involvement, Other Follow Through sponsors emphasize
parent involvement in one form or another, even though it is not as centra] to

ti:e theories underlying their models.

The Handicupped Children's Earlv Education Propram

Within HCEEP, home-based programs proved to be more effective than center-
based yrograms (Stock, et al., 1976). Home based programs showed significant
positive 2ffects in four of the five impact areas--Personal-Social, Adaptive,
Cognitive, and Comrunication~-failing to register gains only in ths Motor
Skills area. In contrast, center-based programs produced a significant impact
only in the‘Personal-Social area, The evaluators point out, however, that
children in home-based programs probably were given more individual attention

and instruction, which might in itself account for the differcnces between
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the two kinds of programs. 1In addition, it was found that children whose
pevents carried out prescribed activities on a daily basis gained more in

ftnse growth areas then children whose parents carried out these activities

on a less than daily basis. The pattern was feversed, however, for the communi-

cations area.

Television Programs

Television viewing clearly can be a deterrent to parent-child interaction,
to the extent that it discourages communication or even physically separates
children from their parents. Bronfenbrenner (1974) argues that parental involve-
ment in the child's television viewing could augment developmental gains, and
advocates the coordination of programmidg with home visits and group meetings
of parents. Research on such strategies has not been undertaken, but some
fiﬁdings pertinent to parent involvement were reported in the "Sesame Street"
evaluation reports. As part of the research strategy, some families were
encouraged to watch the program, and others were not. It turned out that
children who watched more frequenﬁly, gained more from the program. In

/ addition, however, the act of encouragement itseif was associated with gains.,
Ball and Bogatz (1973) suggested that in encouraged families, the child's
mother was more likely to view the program and discuss the material with the
child. Children who watched the show the most tended to have mothers who
Watched with them, and who had higher expectations for their children (Ball

& Bogatz, 1970),

Day Care
Many day care programs make it difficult (both intentfbnally and unin-

tentionally) for the parent to gain access to their facilities and caregivers

-
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(Fein, 1976). This problem is compounded by working parents' lack of tinme

to visit the day care centers or homes in which their children are enrolled.
Yet closer contact with the staff and activities of their children's day care
programs is de<ired by many parents, and encouraged by child developnent
resezzchers and advocates. The actual effects of parent involVemént in day
care have rarely been researched systematically, however.

Concerns about parent involvement in day care stem from different sources
than do similar concerns relative to compensatory education programs. While
the involvement of parents in poverty programs has been encouraged as a
means of including those parents in the democratic process, providing them
with increased economic support, and improving their parentiﬁg skills and
consequently the child's home environment (Fein, 1976), pa?ent involvement
in day care programs has been justified primarily on other grounds._ The push
to involve parents in the surrogate care of their childrén clearly reflects
the prevalent fear that day caré might be harmful to infants and young chil~
dren. It focuses mostly on minimizing any possibility that the family*s child
Trearing funcgion and responsibilities will be taken over by other societal
institutions, and on maximizing the congruence between the particular needs
of a child and family, and the day care services obtained by that child and
family (Fein, 1976). With regard to the first focus, recall Bronfenbrenner's
complaint that day care is too often presented as a substitute for rather than
a complement to parental care. The second point stresses parent involvement
as a means of becoming an informed consumer~--an accomplishment which is not
easy with regard to day care, since infants and very young children are incapable
of reporting the conditions of their care, and parental access to the day

care facilities is linited by 12 variety of factors. Furthermore, the parents'
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need for an accurate picture of the care being offered their child relates

to more than the general quality of the progranm, although clearly that is
crucial. Most day care rescarchers favor the viewpoint that there is no

"best arrangement"” in day ché, and that different families may be SUitedlto
different styles and forms of care (¢.&., home care vs., center care, large
group vs. small, simple caregiving services vs. comprehensive health, cducation,
and welfare services, etc.). In addition,lparents are likely to prefer pro-
grams and caregivers with values and objectives similar to their own.

Another common premise is that parent involvement will facilitate the
child's adaptation to the day care environment, and in particular help alle-
viate emotional problems relating to the stress of separating from the parent.
The child's reactions to 5uch separations are probably shaped by many factors
--the importance of one or two stable and continucus caregivers has been
Acited earlier in this paper-—-and the transition fr.m home to day care might
be smoothed by regular interaction and communication between parent and care-
giver. Unfortunately, little relevant work has been done which -sheds light
on "the specific effects of parental presence and contact upon the child's
ability to cope with the day care situation" (Fein, 1976, p. 45), or on how
parent involvement in day care affects chiliren, in ;.2neral.

Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) advocate a Jditierent approach to pareﬁt
involvement in day care. With an eye toward the same goals described above--
to facilitate the child's adaptation to the day care situation, and the child's
developszcnt in general-~they urge that emphasis be given fto the provision of

educational and sccial services directly to the families of children enrolied

in day care. They review research literature which sugpests that two types

of family interventicn are likely to enhance the development of the day care
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preschool child: "Training to promote the verbal interaction of parent and
child around alcognitively challenging task, and specific forms of social work
to enhance the corpetence of the parent as a person and, in their interaction
with their child® (p. 24). They justify the use of day care of the child as
a vehicle for introducing these kinds of interventions primarily on practical
grounds. Specifically, many families who can benefit from suéh services are
not easily accessible, and their contact with day care prczrams provides that
access. Furthermore, if parents trust the day care staff, they are more
likely to cooperate with the home visitors and social workers. In additicen,
Heinicke and Strassmann indicate that the addition of the farily intervention
component has been shown to increase the length of time for which the child
is enro’led in the day care program.

Note that Heinicke and Strassmann stiess day care as the point of access
to the family. It is the family, rather than the day care home ur center,
which they see as the locus of significant influences on the child's develop-
ment. They arrive at this pesition in light of evidence on the effectiveness
of parent-child interactions as a means of farilitating development, and in

the absence of data demonstrating substantial effects of day care on the

child's development. They do not rule out, however, the possibility tht

such effects do occur, and indeed urge the study of childrer i day care,

especially those enrolled in centers for lonz periods of tiue,
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Section 7. Characteristics of Children:
The Effects oif Proerans on Diifcrent Children

The impact of 'a program may differ substantially from one child to
another., Typically, even in programs judged to have no impact.on the group
of children enrolled as & wicel |, children-can be found who show significént
gains. Such findings are gener;lly,more copfusing'than eniightening, how-

-

ever, since the various charactetistig&,ﬁabfiities, and experienccs which

contribgted to the gains can ra}ély Bebidgntified and sorted out. The prob-
lem is especially great if differences between the effects on individuals
relate to variables which are difficult to measure, control, or experimentally
manipulate (such as attitudes and motivation, or child/parent and child/teacher
interactions). Background characteristics of children, such as .- ioeconomic
level, gex, race, and cethnicity, are more easily identified and measured.
Although systematic examination of these characteristics has not been under-

tzken in many major program evaluations, some findings have been reported,

and they 'will be reviewed in this sectien.

Differences in the Degree of Eroronic Disadvantade

Most of the programs covered by this review Qere developed to deal with
s-cblems of economically disadvantaged children. There has been and will.con-
tinue to be considerable debate concerning how Federal resources are allocated
to various target groups, but such issues are ontside the purview of this.
paper. Of morc immediate concern to a review of impact findings, however, is
the frequently hecard question: How does a program's; impact vary across chil-
dren with different degrces of economic disadvartage?

Unfortunately, "a satisfactury answer to thu question cannot be provided
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at this time. Only fragmentary cvidence is available, and it is drawn from
programs which have different purposes, and whose target groups vary both
within and across projects, on a score of social, ethnic, economic, and physical
dimensions. Typically, a przogram is developed to deliver particular secvices

to a general category of children and families in need of those services,

and systematic study of socioeconomic differences within that categery is

not undertaken. The concept =f “disadvantage" itself serves as an umbrella

for a variety of factors, such as income, ethnicity, social class and home
environment, crisis and equity (White, 1973). There is evidence that variation
(e.g., in child rearing practices) ray be greater within social status levels
than between levels, indicating the need for more research focused on pro-

cess variables rather than status variables (Shipman, 1973). rurthermore,
because comparisons between socioecoriomic or ethnic groups are easily misin-
terpreted, and even without Misinterpretation can generate political controversy,

thzy are often deliberately avoided Ly program planners and evaluators. Given

Such constraints, it is not surprisinug that few attempts have been made to

.examine interactions between program impac: and degree of disadvantage, and

that the few conclusions that have been offered have been severely limited
by methodological problems.

A Tcasonable assumption underlying compensarory education is that the
childrer who.arz in nexd of it will benefit more than those who are not in
need -4 it--i.e., disadvantaged chilureﬁ will gain more than children who - .=
not disadvantaged. Indecd, on the .ther side of the coin is the possibility
that spec%al programs for low-income children could even have negative effects

on “advantaged' children enrolled along with disadvantaged children, although

recent evidence does not support this fear (Seitz, et al., 1976). A corollary



- 71 -

of this premise is that the more disadvantaged the child is, the greafer

the gain should pe from the intervention. Some of the evidence <hich is
available indicates, however, that this is not what happens, and that, instead,
children from the most deprived social and cconomic backgrounds show the
smallest gains and lose their gains the most quickly (Bronfenb;enner, 1974;
Herzog, Newcomb & Cisin, 1974). Herzog et al, classi”i- 7 1low income children
into high and 7~w socioeconomic groups (relative to e.cl “her) and found that
an experimental preschool program benefitted the higher group significantly
more. TheAlower SES children, most in need of compensatory education, gained
less (in IQ) from the program and retained fewer of their zains. Those
researchers conciuded that the teaching method used in the program, derived
from the traditional nursery school, were inappropriate for chil 'ren from

very low income families., Indeed, there is some evidence that highly structured
preschool programs are more effective with the more disadvantaged of children
from lower socireconomic levels (Bissell, 1973). Unfortunately, an inter-
vention strategy that appears to be especially powerful--family intervention--
appears to be least feasible for logistical reasons with ﬁhe most disadvantaged
families (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; White, 1973),.

The conclusion that, within the lower socioeconomic levels, compensatory
éducation has a lesser impuct on the more disadvantaged children, cannot bé
accepted as the last word, however. A few findings to the contrary have been
reported. Bissell (1973) noted ﬁhat among Follow Through participants, chil-
dren from families definitely below the OEO poverty level gained more than did
those from families above the poverty line or for whom the relevant information
was unavailable, Similarly, the ABT IV-A report indicated that "Head Start
graduates have commonly gained as much from their Follow Through experience as

have non-Head Start children. In two of the models, Head Start children have

Nary
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have done substantially better, Seven models experienced more success with
their lowest-income sites than with their highest-income sites" (p. 6).

Datta, McHale & Mitchell (1976) repoxted mixed findings with repard
to relationships between socioeconomic status and gains in Head Start programs.

In Tine with Herzog's data, the lower the educational level of the mother (a

)

component of socioeconomic¢c status) the lower was the child's abiiity to learn
a new task. This finding was not replicated in a later study, however, On the
other hand, there was a consistenpg but not statistically sigrificant tendency

for the most diszdvantaged ¢ to gain the most. Datta, et al., concluded

that within the narrow ra of socioeconomic levels included in the program,
there was no consistent relationship between SES and program impact,

Evaluation of "Sesame Street" showed no significant differences in gains
between disadvantaged and advantaged children who viewed the program frequently
(Ball & Bogatz, 1970; Ball & Bopats, ,%71). Indeed, disadvantaged children
who viewed the program frcquently ﬁade greater gains and achieved higher
scores than middle class children who viewed infrequently (Ball ¢ Bogatz, 1973),
It has been argued that more middle- than lower-class children view "Sesame
Street," and that %he net result may be a widening of the educational achievement
gap between the tvo groups (Cook, et al., 1975). The representativeness of thuse
viewing data has been questioned, however, along with the usefulness of the

.'“gap" issue (Ball & Benatz, 1973),

Thus far, no direc: research efforts have been made to determine whether
there are differential.effects of day care on children from fémilies with
different levels of incore (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976). Heinicke and

Strassmann (1976) relate the findings of one recent study comparing

heterogrneous and homogencous day care groups (with recrect to social class

o X .
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and age). The data suggest the possibility that in the heterogeneous

groups a more "mutually supportive environment 1n which adults tended to

be sensitive and responsive" may develop, along with higher levels of inter-
action, cooperation, and imaginative role play atong the children. Other
contributing factors besides degree of heterogeneity (such as child and
teacher characteristics) could not be ruled out, however.

In sum, there is some indicaticn that children from very ecoﬁomically
disadvantaged (as compared to moderately disadvantaged) families are particularly
hard to rcach with the kinds of intervention programs that have becen undertaken
thus far. There is simply too little relevant research, however, to draw any
firm conclusions about how the degree of a child's disadvantage relates tc a

program's impact.

Sex Differonces

Findings relating to sex differences in progran impact are scarce, incon-
sistent, and difficult to interpret, Failure to find differential effects on
boys and girls has been reported for Head ,tart classes (Datta, McHale, &
Mitchell, 1976) and for "Electric Company" (Ball & Bogatz, 1973) and "“Sesame
Street”" (Ball & Bogatz, 1971). Sex differences in gains have been found,
however, in a number of other cases,

When sex differences do show up, they do not a}ways fall in the same
direction. 1In some intervention programs, girls have pfofitted less than
boys (e.g., Abelson, 1974; Herzog, et al., 1974). Miller & Dyer (1975) foui.l
that over a three-year period following Head Start classes, girls showed greater
decreases in IQ than did boys. Two possibilities were raised: that the Head
Start experiences had detrimental effects on the girls,.or that for the boys

the program managed to ward off Progressive decrements that would have occurrad
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without intervention. Evaluation of the Handicapped Childrcﬂ's £arly Edu-
cation Program (Stock, et al., 1976) uncovered sex difference in only one

area (cognitive). The program had a greater impact on boys, in this area, '
than on girls.

. In contrast, girléé;nrolled in Parent-Child Centers scored slight1ly but
significantly higher than did boys in the program (Holmes, Holmes, Greenspan
& Tapper, 1973). Seitz, et al. (1976) reported evidence fhat lead Start
girls were more rcspongiye to the effects of intervention than boys, sug-
gesting that fhe factors causing low-income boys to do poorly in school
might be less easily countered by preschool intervention than the factors
causing girls to do poorly, Similarly, in the ETS'longitudiﬁal study of
Head Start children (Bridgeman & Shipman, 1975) girls adapted more readily to
the school setting, and sustained their early interest in school work into
the primary grades, while boys fbund entry into grade school more disruptive.

What can be concluded about sex differconces, then? First, there is
general agreemeht that sex differences in program effects are real and likely
to occur }p many intervention efforts. Thus,.in evaluating children's pro-
grams it is important to undertake separate analyses by sex, perhaps within
other Subgrbups, such as urban and rural, or black and white (Dridgeman &
Shipman, 1975).

But conclusions about the structure and etiology of sex differences
cannot be derived from the available data. ©Nor will useful answers be obtained
simply by accumulating findings of the type described above, and lining them
up against each other to determine which sex has the most advantages. Rather
we need studies designed to identify the processes which unde;lie the étti—

tudes boys and girls bring with them to the programs, and the experiences they

X
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have in and out of the programs which cause, moderate, or amplify their
gains and losses. 1t is possible, for instance, that

boys and girls vespond differertly to exactly the same

techniques; it is also possible that program implenentation,

especially with respect to teacher behavior, takes on a dif-

ferent character for the two sexes (Miller & Dyer, 1975, p. 133).

Once again, we need to do more thun study sex differences as inputs and

Al

products of intervention--we need to find out more about what is happening

to the child in the program that bears on these differences.

Other Characteristics

It was originally intended that this review include program impact
findings bearing specifically on bilingual children, handicapped childrer,
and ethnicity and race. The major evaluation reports do not provide suf-

ficient information, however, to support separate sections on these target

AR

groups.

The evidence reviewed thus far makes i; clear that interactions between
characteristics of children and characteristics of programs can account for
differences in program impact. Like socioeconomic level, however, rarce and '
ethnicity are general categories which may afford researchers easy identifica-
tion of some salient differences between specified groups of children, but
they may shroud an equivalent numver of differences among children within
the individual groups. It is likely that children with different ethnic
backgrounds will respond differently to some programs, but giver the‘complexi~
ties that have emerged with regard to levels of disadvantage and sex differ-
ences, it is unlikely that such differences in program impact will be clear
and consistent. In fict, systematic comparisons of racial or ethnic groups

have not been undertaken in many evaluitions, either because of design or

sampling limitations, or for social and political treasons.

ol
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Among the references reviewed in this paper only a few report rele-
vant findings. Datta, McHale & Mitchell (1976) indic. v that among children
entrolled in Head St.rt p: -3rams in the late '60's, ethnicity, urbanicity and
geographic region were unrclated or inconsistently related to initial differ-
ences in performance levels and o differences in gains made during the
programs. Differences in IQ gains ©i -tack children and Nexicén-American
children wh' * vere evident in one .. were rot found in énother year,
Non-urban chilarver registered greatnr rka.. o1. soie measures than urban
children, but inii-ai scores also «.f:.:y.i, hiniering interpretation of thése
data. Differenc:s To.aud between Northern and Southern Head Start program
effects were judgri Ly stem primarily from differences in program variables
(such as the degrez of structure in the classroom) and child characteristics
(such as age) which ware confounded with the geographic regions.

No substantial differences were found between "Sesame Street's" effects
on rhites and the program’: effects on blacks, although the evaiuators
ackﬁowledge that the "eriginal sampling proéedutes were not designed to pro-
duce bHlack-white comparisons" (Ball & Boga'z, 1971, p. 11).

Anong minority children, there are rhose who speak ianguapes other than
Englizh, and speak English poorly or not at all. While considera’ .+ Federal
support is being given to educational progruams oriented toward bilinguul
children, only one of the evaluatica repo is recviewed here repotrts data of\any
relevance to this issue. In the first year‘eva’ ~tion or '"Sesame Street”,

Spanisn children who viewed the program Irequently had the lowest scores at

‘pre-test, but th= highest at posi-test, gaining "almost incredible amounts"

(Ball & Bogatz, 1970). It should be noted, ' wev~r, that the sumple of

which they were exposed to English.

2%
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Similarly, data conc cning handicapping conditions as factors in eariy
childhood %ntervention are alrost nonexistent among the reports reviewed here.
It is clear, hovaver, tha: pPreschocl programs can benefit intellectually
and physirally hand:cappad children (Karnes, 1973; Stock et al., 197%).

Gains reported fo: the Handicaﬁbed Children's Early EducationaliPrograx

were made by cihildren with five of six handicapping conditions: the educabie
mentally rotarded, the leatning disabled, the emotionally disturbed, the
speech impaived, and the hLard of hearing. As would be expected, children
with different handicaps-gained in different ways. For instance, the educalhie
mentally retaided shc.ed gains in all of the growth areas deline ted by the
program, with the :xcep ‘on of motor skills. The learning disabled showed
significant gains in the personal-social and adaptive domains; the speebh
impaired in the personal-sucial, adaptive, ard notor skills; and the hard of

hearing only in th: comuunicrtion area (Stock et al., 1976),

t—
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Section 8. The Timing of Intervention:
- Do "When", "How Long'", and "How Much" Make a Difference?

Questions concerning the timing of intervention are fundamental to any
consideration of programs for young children. The questions themselves are
straight-forward and easily formulated, but the issues they touch on are
complex. What is the best age on which ﬁo focus? If benefits are shown
for préschoolers, can bigger gains be produced by starting earlier, with
infants--or even earlier, through prenatal maternal education? Or are pro-
gram efforts wested prior to a certain age? If a one-year program is good,
1s a three-year program better? If a four-hour-per-day, two-days-per-week
program is good, is an eight-hour/four-day program better? Will program
gains be lost unless they are solidified or bolstered by follow-up programs?

T If fbllow-up programs are required, how soon and how long? These are but Ssome
of the questions that have been raised, of course, but they illustrate the
kinds of timing problems facing program planners.

For the purposes of this report, issues pertaining to the timing of
intervention have been divided into“}hrgg general sections: (1) the child's
age at intervention, (2) the amount of intervéntion (both duration and inten-
sity), and (3) the céntinuity of intervention. ‘As with most of the questions
addressed in this paper, complete answers are not available. Let us examine,

however, the evidence which is -~vailable.

Age of Child Ythen Intervention Begins

Many of the children's programs examined in this paper are designed for
young children, that is, children younger than school-age. In addition, many
of them involve the upper half of this age range, i.e., children three to five

years of age. When a program's impact is coasidered, a question which naturally

o i
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arises is: Would the impact be differ<nt if the children were younger or
older at the time of entry into the program?

As with other chils characteristics, any relationships observed:between
age at entry and program effects may stem directly from developmental dif-
ferences, or indirectly from changes induced in teacher and program charac-
teristics. Concrete evidence of such én effect is provided by Love, et al (1976),
who reported that the frequency arnd duration of the home visits in the Home
Start program were affected by the target child's age. It turned out that
families with older children were visited less frequently, but for longer
periods of time. The evaluators surmised that this resulted from the older
child's capacity to participate in the activities for a;longer continuous
stretch of time. :

Reﬁurning to the question of age and program impact, there is in par-
ticular an inclination for researchers and program planners to assume that
Ehe ecarlier the intervention begins, the better the outcome will be., This
viewpoint evolves both from developmental theory concerning the effects of
early experiencé arl from préssures relating to more pragmatic concerns,
such aé the working mothe~'s desire for suitable child.care, and the
school's desire to avoid ..ne inconvenience of dealing with children who hegin
school already behind their peers (Anderson, 1973). Furthermore, it is a
premise which can be reinforced both by success and by failure to achieve a
program's objectives. If positive impact occurs, there is always the possi=-
bility that earlier intervention will augment the beneficial effects. I~ no
positive impact occurs, it may be because the chilfTen were not reached early
enough in life, |

Whatever the reasons for the premise that earlier intervention is better,

does the evidence support it? In brief, sometimes it appears that earlier

O ‘ "’ §
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intervention is more effective, but it is by no means always the case. Find-
ings have been reported both that very ea?ly intervention (i.e., in the first
two or three yeé;; Qf life) is effective, and that it is more effective than
later intervention (Horowitz & Paden, 1973; Karnes, 1973; Palmer, 1976;
Ryan, 1974), These findings pertain primarily to cognitive achievement and
performance, Evidence of higher IQ gains by the younger children in two years
of Head Start programs was also reported by Datta, McHale & Mitchell (197%),
but a third year's data failed to bear out this pattern. In addition, task-
specific patterns of gains were evident: younger children gained more in the
area of social adjustment, but older cﬁildren gained more in specific skill
areas, such as numerical. The authors point out that the data dec not suppotrt
the across-the-board version of the earlier-the-better premisg.. They posit
instead that interactions occur between age and specifié program experiences,
such that the age of the child determines not: so much the general size of
gains, but rather the type of gains.

Tésk-specific gains were observed also among children.who viewed "Sesame
Street." While older children scored higher at pretest, three-year-olds who
were frequent viewers made greater gains and scored higher at post-test than
some of the less frequently-viewing groups of -four- and five-year-olds (Ball
& Bogatz, 1973). However, different patterns of gains occurred for different
tests. Older viewers learned better than younger viewers with respect to goals
that were taught indirectly; younger children made greater gains in specific
knowledge and skills (Ball & Bogatz, 1971). Higher gains by younger children
(first and second grades versus third and fourth grades) were also reported
in the evaluationlof "The Electric Company,” but again the pattern of gains
may have been in part an artifact of the selection of program material and

tests (Ball & Bogatz, 1973). The evaluators 5uggést that a '"ceiling effect"®
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may have obtained, with older children having mastered the material and having
little to learn.

Other reviewers have also concluded that there is little support for the
view that program success will be enhanced byfstartinghw}th younger chil-
dren (Anderscn, 1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Love et al., i;76; White, 1973).
Bronfenbrenner reserves this conclusion, however, for preschool programs in
group settings. With regard toc inter?éntion in the home involving the
parent-child relationship, he reports evidence that earlier intervention
may indeed be mére effective. He argues that initiation of intervention
during the first three years is more effective, because '"the dependency
drive is at its height and the mother has not yet developed firmly established
patterns of response, or lack thereof, in relation to the child in question"
(p. 35). On the other hand, Love, et al. (1976) foundlthat there was little
difference in prugram impact related to whether the childlwas three-years-
old, or four-years-old at entry into the Home Start program. vonfenbrenner
does specify, however, that the key criterion for effective early family
intervention is that the parent be involved directly in activities fostering
the child's development, and it is not clear to what extent the projects he
reviews and the Home Start activities are comparable in this respect.

Karnes (1973) suggests that early intervention {three years or younger)
may e especirllv effective with intellectually handicapped children. Buf
no clear support for this view was provided by the data collecfed from the
Handicapped Children's Early Education P ._ m. Yo;nger children gained more
than older children in one domain (commu.i:atiwc),.but older children gaiﬁed

rere than younger children in another domain (adaptive) and no differences

between age groups showed up in three domains (Stock, et al., 1976).
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In contrast to compensatory education, attitudes regarding the appro-

priate age for entry into day care have becn shaped by conflicting pressures.

On the one hand, when the emphasis has been on the educational or enrichment

aspects of the day care experience, the '"earlier-the-better' philosophy has
had its advocates hLere as well as in compensatory education. In addition,
in so far as needs for day care are related to the emrloyment of the parent,

they may be just”HS\pxeS§ig§ when the child is an infant or toddler as when

nd:HEthernsnphat day care may be harm-

the child is older. On the other ha

ful to the development of the child-parent bond, or to_other‘§§ﬁ56t3woﬁnmn

development, have focused more intensively on day care for infants and very
young children. Such fears felate both to the early separation of the child
f-om the parent, ard to the longer peried of tiﬁe in which the child is ulti-
mately in a day care situation.,

Thus far, however, there is no clear evidence that entering day care
early in life (or at the very beginning of life) is either harmful or helpful
to intelleétual development (Ricciuti, 1976). At the same time, experts do
advise that a child not be placed in day care uﬁtil after at least Qpe first
month of life, in order to lessen the risk of infection and to allow the:parent
time to initiate a relationship with the infant (Kagan, 1976). In addition,
more strﬁcture and lower child/staff ratics are generally recommended for
infants and toddlers (e.g., Meyer, 1977).

Actually, the available evidence indicates that it is towards the end-
of the first year that separation from the parent provokes the most anxiety and
stress. Thus, children first placed'into a day care situation vhen they are

between 8 and 15 months of age may have more difficult experiences than those

placed earlier or later in life (Kagan, 1975; Ricciuti, 1575).

Y.
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Amount of Intervention

Duration. Overlapping, but also distinct from the question of age of
entry into a program, 1s the question of the optimal length oy an individual
program. The questioﬁ arises not so nuch out of scientifi=z curiesity,'as
out of pressing social need. The positive impacts of many proérams have been
Aisappointingly small, if present at all, especially over the long term and
over any but the moSt narrow spectrum of‘outcome measures. Many such failures
lead those who have invested time and effort into the programs to conclude
that whatever was being doné, was not being done for a long enough time to

produce long-term, stabilized gains (e.g., see Karnes, 1973). Furthermore, .the

"~prem§§e that leonger programs will lead to greater gains may seem reasonable

at first gl

ance, in light of the pa;téfn of long-term effects typically found
for compensatory education prograhs. /Becéil that substantial gains often show
up during treatment but u5ua11¥/£§ag”a year or two following termination of
the preschool program., Such a fihding ﬁight imply that had the same program
continuad longer, the ga{né would have been greater and/or more lasting.
Recall also, hqyevéfj.that the washing-out of early gains from preschool program
e;pstiences has proved to be resistant to many of the-countep-mea5ures
employed to prevent it. Thus, the evidence already reviewed with regard to
long-term effects provides a beginning answer (on the negative side) to the
question about program length:; Gains are not necessarily maintained or solidi-
fied simply by extending the length of t:he-rprogram.:i

When the question of program length is considered directly, the general
conclusion is also that there is no clear relationship between program length
and the size of program effects (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; VWhite, 1973). While
exceptions .to this rule have'occurr;? in a small number of projects, in most

cases longer participation in a preschool program does not lead to greater,



morerehduring, or cumulati?e gains (Bronfenbrenner, 1974). White suggests
that there may be important interaétiops between child characﬁeristics and the
léngth of time required for gains, so that some children (e.g., disad-
vantaged boys) may have Eoibe involved in a program for a longer period

of time to show the ééme gains achieved by others in a shorter .time.

Findings were reviewed in the precading section that indicated the
possibility that age of entry may be more of a determinant of program impact
when family intervention is a key component of the ﬁ;ogram. Similarly, Bron-
fenbrenner (1974) concludes from his review of childrents prdgrams that the
longer family intervention programs are continued, the greater the benefit
to the child (providing the iﬁtefQéntion began in the first few years of the
child's life.j Again, however, this hypothesis is not corroboracted by the
Home Start evaluations, which foung very few differences in outcome for chil-
dren and mothers who were in the program for two years and those who were in
for one year (Love, et al., 1976). On the other hand, children who were
enrolled in Parent-Child Centers for more than several years,.had higher mean
scbres than children enrollad for less than several years (Holmes, et al., 1973).

Some studies of day care programs have revealed differences between
children who have been in day care since infuncy and those who were first
enrolled after three yecars of age, but the differences were not dra;;tic,
nor is it clear whether they related to the day care experience per se, or
to differeﬁcés in family attitudes and characteristics (Heinicke & Strassmann,
1976). Data collected so far do not consistently support the viewpoint that
the longer the child is in day care, the greater the effects.(positive or

negative),

As with age at entry, relationships between length of participatior and

F l{lC U
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program impact méy be task specific. For instance, length of participation
in the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program was not related to
the amount of gain in the Personal-Social and Adaptive domains (Stock, et
al.;'1976). In fact, less of an impact was apparent among children enrolled
for six to seven months between pretest and post-test, than those enrolled

for four to five months, indicating that the initial impact may have worn off

(or the difference may have stemmed from other confounded factors). But

scores in two other domains (cognitive and communicative) were significantly
higher at post-test only in the group of children enrolled for the longer
period of time. Stock, et al. point out that this pattern is consistent with
the HCEEP program approach, which involves an initial focus on personal-social
felatiéns and adaptive skills, and a subsequent emphasis on cognitive and com-
municative abilities.

The selection of curricula and tasks presents a special problem in the
case of televised programs. As Stein and Friedrich (1975) point out, in
television the "lack of control over previous viewing makes it impossible to
build learning sequences. Each segment must be independent rather than build
on previous content" (p. 239). Thus, it is not surprising that the few
advantages shown by children who had viewed "Sesame Street" for two years
rather than one, were in the goal areas new to the second year of programming
(Ball & Bogatz, 1971). In most other areas, however, a ceiling effect was
a2pparent, with frequent viewing for two years 1eadinglto little additional
gain. (Stein & Friedrich, 1975),

In conclusion, simply incréasing the length of a program does not neces-
sarily increase the program's impact. Generally, when a program has a signifi-

cant positive impact, as gauged by the kinds of outcome feasures typically

used, it shows up after a relatively short period of time and is not aug-

N
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mented by additional activities. There have been some exceptions to this
tendency, and particular subgroups of children and program goals may Tequire
longer minimum treatment_leng;hs than others. In certain prograhs, such as
family—cehtered ones, children appear to benefit more from extended periods
of participation, and in other programs, such as those that are televised,
extended treatment length appears to be especially ineffective.

* The issue of program length was addressed in the early Westinghouse
study, which indicated that however weak the effeéts of those full;year Head
Start programs, the effects orf the shorter summer programs were nil. Reanalyses
of these data and other studies have modified this finding somewhat, however,
and suggest that some short term summer programs may be effecfive, in some
respects, for some children. (See Mann, et al., 1976, for a discussion of
the impact of summer‘and full-year Head Start programs).

At any rate, a }éngthy period of intervention offers no magical route to
dramatic program‘impact. But the issue is still open, and in particular there
is'a need to determine which children and which areas of intervention benefit
most fram_extended programs.,

inéensitz. The amount: of intervention can also be measured in terms of
the -intensity of the treatment, That is, within a given duration of a program,
how often and for how long does treatment occur? For instance, how many hours
per day, or how many days per week does a child participate in program actiyi-
ties? Clearly, such measurements will have to be restricted primarily to
direct treatment, e.g., actual time spent in a center, direct contact between
program staff and children and families, or actual time of televised presenta-
tions, Carry-over activities, such as informal parent~child interactions
focusing on program-related materials or ideas, would be much more difficult
to assess accu;ately. |
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Good data are not available which pertain to differences in the intensity
of center-based preschool programs, such as Head Start. The intensity of
treatment seldom varies dramatically from one program to another, and few

systematic studies have been undertaken of the effects of different schedules,

—

The small amount of information available in this general area felates pri-
marily to home visits and television programs, where by necessity treatment
is delivered relatively infrequently, and thus the;e is more room for vaq‘a-
bility.

"Evaluation of Home Start impact showed that the amount of time spent during
a home visit on a particular program component was not associated with posi-
tive parent and child outcomes (Love, et al., 1976). For instance, more than
a quarter of the total visit time was reserved for activity fostering school
readiness, but home visitors who consistently spent more time than others on
this objective did not achieve better results, Thus,.in at least some respects,

there is no clear relationship between intensity and impact, On the other

hand, the evaluators report that major variations in the frequency and duration

of the home visits themsclves were related to different child and parent out-
comes. When home visitors came to the homes fewer than three times per month,
the language abilities of the children developed more slowly. Similarly,
when the visits consistently lasted less than an hour-and-a-half to two hours,
declines in develonment were noted.

A clear intensity effect was apparent in the evalgation of ;Sesame Street."
Children who viewed frequently showed much greater gains than did children who
viewed only infrequently (Bali & Bogatz, 1970). In contrast, these evaluators
also found that gains in reading ability due to .viewing '"The Electric Company"

occurred whether the time for viewing was typically taken from or added to

My



regular classroom instruction on reading (Ball & Bogatz, 1973). While this
did nog constitute~a~variation in the intensity of the program per se, it
showed that increased time in the combined instruction delivered by the
program and the teacher offeped no particular advantage.
An attempt was made to assess the effects of different levels of partici-
pation in Parent=Child Centers. It was found that urban children, who
spent fewer hours per day and days per week in program activities than did
rural children, also showed smaller gains (Holmes, et al,, 1973); But this
is rather indirect evidence, and the difference between the groups may have
stemmed from many other differeﬁces in the experiences of urban ;pd rural
- children, which were not related to levels of participation. Thg evaluators
also made a more direct effort to examine levels of participation. They asked
——...each ParentChild Center to rate each child as high or low-involved, accotding
1to.whether the child's attendance in the program was consistent and sustained,
or sporadic and intermittent. No clear trends emerged, Th§ éva1uatofs note,
hodever, that centers varied considerably in their scheduleé activities; and
subsequently also in the criteria they used to determine high and low involve-
ment. For instance, a child who consistently was present the one or two days
per week offered by_one program was rated as highly involved, but a child
who came two days per week to a program which offered activities five dayg
per week was not rated as highly involvggrdmv _ -

Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) point out that in the absence of substan-
tial'research on day care (particularly longitudinal research), ﬁuch of the
thinking regarding day care has been Sased on preschool education research.
They caution that it is risky to generalize these findings, which often per-

e,

tain to half-day programs, to all-day day care. Whether the length of a child's
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= ¢

““day§Care~daymhas”any béaring on the program's impact on the child, however,

has#% t been established. Recall that none of the studies of day care

(including all-day care) has found dramatic effects on the child, so it is

unlikely that the number of hours spent in day care each day ﬁill turn out

to be critical, at least in the aréas measured to date. The question remains
‘ \

open, however, until the relevant studies are undertaken.

In conclusion, as with duration, it does not appear that putting more

.
¢ [l

into a program necessarily causes more to come out. The evidence is.meagef,
however. For many Federal programs, we simply lack data on the relationship
between gains by children a:d the intensity of treatment, and consequently

no conclusions can be drawn. The evaluation of Parent Child Centers failed

to find a positive relationsﬁip betweeﬁvintensity and effects, but since the
findings were based on questionable ratings, the possibility that such a
relationship didfexist cannot te ruled out. On the other hand, in light

of the findings pertaininé to program length (which show only a weak relation-
sﬁip at best between amount of treatment and impact) it is unlikely that small
varigrions in intensity will affect progiam impact. iIntensity is measured

on a continuum, however, and some indications that it is a determinant of pro-
gram impact have been evident at the extremes of the continuum where more
substantial variations are possible. Thus, in programs where direct contact
with the child occurs felaqively infrequently (e.g., home-visiting programs

such as Home Start, and televised programs such as "Sesame Street") variations

in the intensity of contact have affected child gains. Presumably there is

a2 minimum amount of program-child contact below which the impact of.the pro-
gram on the child is lessened. Not surprisingly, children who rarely watch

an educational television program, or who see a home visitor only once or
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tWice a month, benefit little. In most center based programs, such as Head

Start, children parti.ipate for sizeable portions of the day and week, so
it seems less li:iely that any of the programs would fail to meet the mininum
level of intensity hypothesized above. At the other end of the continuum

would fall programs which totally or almost totally involve children;in dif-~
ferent ecoloéical-settings, such as residential institutions (i.e., program-
child contact is virtually continuous). There are cases in the Qifg at?re
Y

where such intense program experiences have led to particularly large,égins.
(For example, see Bronfenbrenner's, 1974, discussion of the Skeels study of
mentally retarded children, who made great gains after being place& at the
age of two in the care ofvretarded female inmates of a state institution, and
the Heber Stu§Z/?f—bjok infants in Milwaukee, who made dramatic géihs after

spending most of the\b_ziiifgjgzirs in a special center, where highly trained

teachers were responsible for their total care.) v N

The available findings are sparse, and they are restricted priﬁarily
to measgfés of intellectual status and‘achievement. More information about
the effects of different levels of intensity ié needed, particularly with
respecﬁ to center-based preschool programs and day care programs. While it is
unlikely that the small variations typical of such programs will turn 6ut to
be important, it is possible that a pfogram's effects may change if the
schedule of activities were altered substantiall&l(e.g., cut fromtfiQe fuli

days per week to a few hours, two or three times per week.)

Continuity of Intervention

In the two preceding sections, it was concluded that the magnitude of a
program's impact on children is not easily increased simply by starting inter-

vention at a younger age, or by increasing the amount of intervention within
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that program. In this section, a third factor is examined--the continuity of
intervention. What are the effects of a sequence of intervention programs?

Consider the more typical .case first, however. The child graduates from
an experimental intervention progiam and enters a regular school program. As
indicated earlier, there is a general tendéncy for any gains attributable to
the preschool program to wash out by the early elementary school years. A
common explanation for this finding is that public schools do not provide the
kind or level of stimulation and assistance necessary to shore up, much less
boost, any gains realized at the preschool level (Bissell, 1973; Horowitz &

. Paden, 1973). Miller and Dyer (1975) point out that many observers have agreed
that "no program should be expected to function as inoculation which would
protect children indefinitely from the deleterious effects of unstimulating
environments" (p. 2).

Are graduates from special preschool programs bored and frustrated upon
entering public school? Ball and Bogatz (1971) found that when frequent viewcrs
of "Sesame Street" entered school they were rated by their teachers as better
prepared than non-viewers. They reportedly adapted well to the school activi-
ties, and showed no special inclination toward boredom or restlessness. On
the other hand, Bronfenbrenner (197%) reports findings that children in control

t

groups show larger increases in IQ after entering school than do childrgp who
have participatgd in experimental preschool programs. 'The explanationwghvanced
. is thét the control children receive, upon entry into school, additional cog-
nitive stimulation that the experim:ntal groups have already experienced.
Seitz (1576) found that Follow Thiough graduates (girls from one cohort) expressed

- negative attitudes toward school to a greater extent than did non-Follow Through

children. The Follow Through children had consistently better academic per-

10
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formance, however, their attitudes notwithstanding.
Can gains from early intervention progiams be protected by subsequent
intervention programs? Most such efforts have involved providing compensatory

education in the school, since as Horowitz and Paden (1973} put it: "It seems

only logical that subsequen£“éAQéé£ional experiences of children in experimental
-

programs would play a role in whether gains are maintained or increased" (p.

387). .However, some (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1974) have suggested that such

intervention must touch on the child's home and environment as well in order

to be effective. |

As we have already seen, large gains .over the long term have been few ;
and far between. Furthermore, in many cases gains did not occur even when
the children went from experimental preschool programs directly into other.
experimental programs. Even with Follow Through, which was designed spe-
c%fically for this purpose of continuing intervention, few substantial long-
lsg;m.gains have been reported. A finding reported by Datta, McHale and Mitchell'
(1976) points up the complexity of the issue of sequential experiences. They
report that children with no previous Head Start experience and children with
iengtﬁy previous Head Start experiences showed greater gains on certain
measures of progress in Head Start than did children with small amounts of
previous Head Start experience.

On the other hand, some gvidence has been citéd that continuing inter-
vention into the elementary school years does sustain gains made by children
(Miller & Dyer, 1975; Ryan, 16,43 Zigler, 1973). The evidence is scanty,
however, and it sheds little light on the issue of continuity between prograhs.

For instance,.hou similar should teaching styles, curricula, and materials be

acrcss two sequential programs? As Miller and Dyer (1975) point out:

‘
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The problem of continuity of methods is not trivial.
Education is not a series of isolated learning sessions
but a continuous process in which each child accumulates
his or her own history of expectations and habits as well
as knowledge....A child whose first experience with school
‘consisted of frequent group drill and who suddenly found
herself in a discovery learning classroom might need to
discover, before anything else, that all the behavior
patterns which worked so well previously...were no

longer functional. . Depending upon home environment,
social class, and rearing practices, these factors may

be more important for some children than for others {pp. 135-136).

Unfoftunately, it would be extremely difficult to investigate the kinds of
quesﬁiﬁns raised above by varying sequences of programs. Too many combina-
tioﬁs are possible, ;nd the logistical and managerial problems involwved in
+ controlling the'children's experiences in the programs over long periods of

‘time would be enormous (Miller & Dyer, 1976, p.‘136).
iIn sum, little is known concerning the effects of providing sequences

of intervention experiences to the child. Gains do not appear to be easily

sustained or increased by following up programs with additional intervention
experiences. Furthermore, systematic examination of various combinations of
sequential curricula and teaching techniques appears to be beyond the scope

of most current research efforis.
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